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16.1 Introduction

This document provides a full record of all the responses from individuals or representatives from various organisations that provided a response to the
section 42 consultation. It comprises comments submitted via email, as well as one detailed feedback form response (from Historic England). That
response is also provided in Appendix 18, as the respondent provided additional feedback via the multiple-choice tick boxes in their form. This Appendix

(16) also details how Ecotricity responded to all these responses.

Five of these responses were provided shortly after the statutory consultation period closed — one on 2 September 2022, three on 6 September 2022, and
one on 22 September 2022 — but we have responded to them below.



16.2 How Ecotricity responded

Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

Chapter 2, EIA
methodology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

We identify that the 'cumulative effects' sections of the
ES will need to refer to and discuss/evaluate where
necessary cumulative effects and impacts associated
with the proposed South Lincolnshire Reservoir (SLR)
and the Temple Oaks solar park NSIP. The latter was
submitted to PINS after the preparation of the PEIR and
whilst we identify that cumulative effects are likely to
be limited to specific chapter headings (potentially in
relation to a proposed BFSS grid connection, and
agricultural land impacts) nevertheless the ES will need
to consider Temple Oaks as a 'reasonably foreseeable
project' mindful of its status as a registered NSIP
scheme.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
will consider the
Temple Oaks
Renewable Energy
Park project and the
SLR in relation to
cumulative effects.
Detail for the SLR is
limited, but publicly
known information
has been considered
within the cumulative
assessment.

Chapter 2, EIA
methodology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Whilst the preferred location of the SLR has yet to be
formally announced, as you know North Kesteven
District is located within the overarching site
selection/catchment area set out in the 'Strategic
Solution Gate One Submission: Preliminary Feasibility
Assessment'. The SLR will in due course be registered as
an NSIP project and Figure 5 of the Gate One
submission shows a probable (operational) project
overlap with the Heckington Fen Solar Park. We would
recommend that you maintain dialogue with Anglian
Water in this regard.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
will continue
engaging with Anglian
Water about the
preferred location of
the South
Lincolnshire Reservoir
(SLR). The proposed
location at Swaton
has been considered
within the cumulative
assessment.




Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

Chapter 2, EIA
methodology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

2.6,2.12,2.12.19, Figure 2.2

(and other references to ‘cumulative effects’) Please
note that the Temple Oaks Solar Farm has been
accepted as an NSIP project by PINS and a request for a
Scoping Opinion has been submitted. This post-dates
the Scoping Opinion issued in relation to Heckington
however the project will need to be accounted for
where applicable in the consideration of cumulative
effects. A grid connection is proposed into the north
eastern corner of BFSS via an indicative cable corridor
along the A52. Depending on the timescale for the
project and the precise location of grid connection and
the corridor route there is the potential for some
potential cumulative construction impacts and
potentially BMV land impacts alongside the other NSIP
solar farms proposed in West Lindsey, SKDC/Rutland
and Bassetlaw. Cumulative LVIA impacts associated
with the construction of the solar farm (as opposed to
the grid connection route) are likely to be
minor/negligible given the degree of separation
between the sites and the variable intervening
topography however for completeness it is advisable
that the LVIA chapter briefly assesses whether
cumulative LVIA impacts are likely (noting the proposed
3km cumulative effects LVIA search area in table 2.7).
Whilst the Scoping Report for Temple Oaks presumes
that the entire site is class 3b non-BMV land it is
unclear whether this is informed by a full ALC. Parts of
the site are brownfield and potentially contaminated by
former uses. If a detailed ALC is not available at the
point of finalising the ES, the Heckington Fen ES might

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
will consider the
Temple Oaks
Renewable Energy
Park project in
relation to cumulative
effects and it will
therefore be assessed
within the relevant
environmental
assessment topics of
the Environmental
Statement (ES).




Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

therefore adopt an indicative proportion of BMV within
the Temple Oak site for the purposes of assessing
cumulative BMV land impacts alongside the West
Lindsey, Bassetlaw and SKDC/Rutland sites.

Chapter 2, EIA
methodology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

2.12.14

This paragraph notes that a ‘Zone of Influence’ (ZoL) for
each environmental topic area has been identified
based on the extent of likely effects as identified as the
study area in each of the individual topic chapters
(Chapters 6 - 17) of this PEIR however that PINS also
made the request that other NSIP schemes should be
considered within the cumulative assessment to
determine whether regional scale likely significant
effects could occur with other large scale solar projects,
which in the case of land use and agricultural impacts
must therefore go beyond the ‘Energy Park and
adjoining agriculture land where relevant’ ZoL in table
2.7. As above this should now include the Temple Oaks
scheme.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
will consider the
Temple Oaks
Renewable Energy
Park project in
relation to cumulative
effects and has been
considered within
Chapter 16: Land Use
and Agriculture of the
ES.

Chapter 2, EIA
methodology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

2.12.21

The paragraph acknowledges that a new South
Lincolnshire Reservoir is currently being proposed by
Anglian Water and Water Resources East however that
the final location for the new reservoir has not been
revealed. The paragraph notes that at the time of
preparing the PEIR the new South Lincolnshire
Reservoir has not therefore been considered as part of
the long list or short list as no formal details are
available at this time. The PEIR notes that the ‘long list’
will be kept under continual review up until the point of
determination of the application.

The Applicant notes
this comment.




Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

The publicly available strategic-solution-gate-one-
submission-preliminary-feasibility-assessment-south-
lincolnshire.pdf (anglianwater.co.uk) document notes
in Section 7 that it is proposed that the SLR will be
promoted as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Project (NSIP), requiring a DCO under the Planning Act
2008. The reservoir’s abstraction and transfer
infrastructure and related highways and other
development would also be consented as part of the
DCO, as “associated development” (as defined in the
2008 Act) and that the associated A2AT transfer
infrastructure could be consented either as an integral
part of the SLR DCO, as a separate DCO or as a non-DCO
project. The ‘key activities and decisions’ section of the
document confirms four public consultations (CON1-4),
with the first completed in spring 2022 (CON1) to
consult on the preferred site and help inform the
concept design and that the DCO application is planned
for Spring 2025 submission.

The construction programme sets out a potential start
date within Asset Management Plan period 8 (AMP8)
with a potential start date of 2027 and, with an
estimated site programme of eight years, an earliest
possible deployable operation date of 2035. Whilst the
preferred location of the SLR has yet to be announced
(and therefore at this stage we agree that the scheme
sits within ‘tier 3’ of PINS advice note 17, table 2
‘assigning certainty to ‘other existing development
and/or approved development’), we would recommend

The Applicant notes
this comment.

They will continue
engaging with Anglian
Water about the
preferred location of
the South
Lincolnshire Reservoir
(SLR). At this time the
location is around
Swaton and this has
been used within the




Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
that the applicant maintain dialogue with AWS given cumulative
that this is a ‘reasonably foreseeable’ project with assessment.
potential cumulative impact assessment implications
depending on the choice of preferred site.
Chapter 2, EIA Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 Cumulative Effects Approach
methodology Council e Paragraph 2.12.14 & Table 2.7 - A ‘Zone of Influence’ | The Applicant notes
for each environmental topic area is identified however | this comment. The ES
PINS confirmed in their Scoping Opinion Decision that has considered the
other NSIP schemes should also be considered within cumulative nature of
the cumulative assessment to determine whether solar farms on the
regional scale likely significant effects could occur. In Best and Most
the case of ‘Land use and agricultural impacts’ the Versatile (BMV) land
‘Zone of Influence’ will therefore go beyond that in the county, which
specified and so should be updated to take into reflect | can be found in
this as well as any other topics where there is the Chapter 16 of the ES.
potential for cumulative impacts to be arise. The ‘Zone of
Influence’ has been
updated accordingly.
Chapter 2, EIA Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 ¢ Paragraphs 2.12.15 & 2.12.22 inc. Table 2.8 and The Applicant notes

methodology

Council

Appendix 2.3 — no reference is given to the Temple
Oaks Solar Park which is another NSIP project within
the County. This should therefore be added and taken
into account as part of the final ES. As part of the
Temple Oaks Solar Park a grid connection is also being
proposed into the Bicker Fen Sub Station via an
indicative cable corridor that runs along the A52.
Depending on the timescale for the project and the
precise location of grid connection and the corridor
route there is the potential for some cumulative
construction impacts and also BMV land impacts
alongside the other NSIP solar projects that are

this comment. The ES
has considered all
known relevant
schemes within the
cumulative
assessment which has
in turn followed on
into other topics in
the ES.
Communications
have been ongoing
with NKDC & LCC to




Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
currently being proposed in West Lindsey, South ensure that sites
Kesteven/Rutland and Bassetlaw. For completeness itis | within the cumulative
therefore advisable that the LVIA chapter assesses assessment are
whether cumulative LVIA impacts are likely and also robust.
any cumulative BMV land impacts.
Chapter 2, EIA Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraph 2.12.21 -the location of the new South The Applicant notes
methodology Council Lincolnshire Reservoir has not yet been revealed and so | this comment. They
whilst LCC understands and accepts that consideration | will continue
of this potential development is not included at this engaging with Anglian
stage, it is a reasonably foreseeable project. A decision | Water about the
on the location of the reservoir is expected to be preferred location of
announced in 2022 and so it is recommended that you | the South
maintain dialogue with Anglian Water Services and PINs | Lincolnshire Reservoir
so that any potential cumulative impact implications (SLR). At this time the
are assessed and considered as part of the final ES. location is around
Swaton and this has
been used within the
cumulative
assessment.
Chapter 2, EIA Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 LCC’s appointed Landscape Consultants (AAH The Applicant notes

methodology

Council

consultants) have also provided the following
comments in relation to this specific chapter. A full
copy of their comments is attached to this response
should therefore also be read in conjunction with this
response.

e At this stage, we do not have details on the final
location and appearance/extent of taller/larger
elements that form part of the development. Section
2.4 of the PEIR explains that the design parameters of
the development are provided within chapters 3 and 4,

this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
has defined the
maximum parameters
of all elements of the




Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant

and Paragraph 2.4.3 states: “Where flexibility is Proposed
required, guidance produced by the Planning Development. The ES
Inspectorate with regard to the use of the ‘Rochdale includes a series of
Envelope’ approach has therefore been applied within elevation plans
the EIA to ensure a robust assessment of the likely (Figure 4.4-4.26
significant environmental effects of the Scheme. This document ref: 6.4.4).
involves assessing the maximum (and where relevant, The use of the
minimum) parameters for the elements where Rochdale Envelope is
flexibility needs to be retained, recognising that the considered in Chapter
worst-case parameter for one technical assessment 4 — Project
may differ from another”. While this is a reasonable Development.
approach for the solar arrays, we have concerns in
regards to the larger and taller elements, and further
comments are provided below on Chapter 4 of the
PEIR.

Chapter 2, EIA Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 Comments on the Development Parameters And The Applicant notes

methodology

Council (AAH
Consultants)

Rochdale Envelope (Sections 2.4) are as follows:

-As stated in previous correspondence (refer to
paragraphs 1 to 4 of AAH TMO02), at this stage, we do
not have details on the final location and
appearance/extent of taller/larger elements that form
part of the development. Section 2.4 of the PEIR
explains that the design parameters of the
development are provided within chapters 3 and 4, and
Paragraph2.4.3 states: “Where flexibility is required,
guidance produced by the Planning Inspectorate with
regard to the use of the ‘Rochdale Envelope’ approach
has therefore been applied within the EIA to ensure a
robust assessment of the likely significant
environmental effects of the Scheme. This involves
assessing the maximum (and where relevant,

this comment. The ES
has defined the
maximum parameters
of all elements of the
Proposed
Development. The ES
includes a series of
elevation plans
(Figure 4.4-4.26
document ref: 6.4.4).
The use of the
Rochdale Envelope is
considered in Chapter
4 — Project
Development.




Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
minimum) parameters for the elements where
flexibility needs to be retained, recognising that the
worst-case parameter for one technical assessment
may differ from another.”.
-While this is a reasonable approach for the solar
arrays, we have concerns in regards to the larger and
taller elements, and further comments are provided
below on chapter 4 of the PEIR.
Chapter 3, Site Historic England 20 July 2022 [Regarding the two indicative cable route options, we The Applicant notes
description, site don’t know if we prefer Option A or Option as] This this comment. The
selection and iterative cannot be established with regard to heritage issues Offsite Cable Route
design process until the planned walkover survey and potentially Corridor has been
further investigation works have been completed. reduced to 1No
preferred option, bar
a small section near
Bicker Fen substation,
where there remain
2No options.
Chapter 3, Site Historic England 20 July 2022 [Regarding the Bicker Fen Substation works, we cannot | The Applicant notes

description, site
selection and iterative
design process

comment as] This cannot be established with regard to
heritage issues until the planned walkover survey and
potentially further investigation works have been
completed.

this comment.

Chapter 3, Site
description, site
selection and iterative
design process

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Whilst chapter 3 of the PEIR describes how the ES will
address the issue of alternatives, unfortunately we
consider that there is insufficient detail presented on
the issue of alternatives to the current layout; including
the overall scale of development. Whilst the scoping
opinion fixes the overall search area for the assessment
of alternative sites (which is mapped in the PEIR),
regulation 14(2) of the 2017 Regulations notes that

The Applicant notes
this comment.

10



Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

'scale’ should be considered in the context of
alternatives. We interpret this to incorporate
reductions to the scale of development to respond to
environmental constraints and in the consideration of
avoiding or mitigating impacts. Whilst the PEIR
identifies a number of iterations to layout, some of
these have been made prior to the availability of the
Kernan Countryside Consultants ALC report.

As such, until recently, it had not been possible for the
Council to review the mapped BMV areas against the
site layout and we consider that the ES should
therefore address (in the context of both the current
overall 'scale' of development and a reduced scale of
development) the issue of alternatives in relation to
BMV impacts. This should include reducing the BNG
areas in the southern and southwestern parts of the
site which broadly correspond with Grade 1 and 2 BMV
land to enable ongoing agricultural use mindful that a
generous BNG of 200% is currently envisaged.

The DCO submission also needs to update on the 28
July 2022 BEIS decision to refuse consent for the s36C
variation application and clarify that this permission is
now essentially time-lapsed.

They have reduced
the BNG areas in the
southern and
southwestern parts
to enable ongoing
agricultural use.

The decision by BEIS
in July 2022 referred
to the 2018 Variation.
Although no formal
decision has been
issued by BEIS on the
2015 application, BEIS
has advised that ‘We
do not, therefore,
intend to consider

11



Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

the 2015 Variation
application further’.
The wind farm has
not progressed for
reasons that included
the inability to
overcome impacts on
aviation radar. The
wind farm is not
assessed as part of
the baseline for the
Environmental
Statement.

Chapter 3, Site
description, site
selection and iterative
design process

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

3.2.18

For the reasons set out below in relation to Chapter 16
we do not necessarily agree that the soils within the
potential Biodiversity Net Gain areas will be unaffected.
The issue is more the loss of opportunity for the
meaningful continuance of agricultural activities on the
higher grade BNG land and the limited information in
the PEIR as to whether or how this will be secured for
the lifetime of the project not least in light of the
recent appeal decision APP/K2610/W/21/3278065 at
Cawston, Norfolk.

The Applicant has
reduced the BNG
areas in the southern
and southwestern
parts to enable
ongoing agricultural
use.

Chapter 3, Site
description, site
selection and iterative
design process

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

3.4.3 onwards

The paragraph notes Schedule 4 ‘Information for
Inclusion in Environmental Statements’ of the
Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2017, and that through
Regulation 14(2) this should include a description of the
reasonable alternatives (for example in terms of

The Applicant notes
this comment.

12



Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

development design, technology, location, size and
scale) studied by the developer, which are relevant to
the proposed project and its specific characteristics,
and an indication of the main reasons for selecting the
chosen option, including a comparison of the
environmental effects. 3.4.4 confirms that the
alternatives considered are the ‘No Development’
alternative; and alternative designs, locations and
technologies.

3.4.24 sets out a number of criteria which the applicant
considers to be necessary in the consideration of the
availability/suitability of alternative sites. Whilst these
are noted not all of these are pre-requisites. Site/s
don’t necessarily need to be in the same ownership,
the application site is in FZ2/3 and ergo the alternative
could be (flood zone 2/3 sites are dismissed in the
suitability of alternatives). A single alternative site in
Swaton is identified and, in principle, the Council
accepts the position that compared to the existing legal
agreement in place with the landowner on the
Heckington site, negotiating the necessary legal
agreements between applicant and landowner can take
over 12 months which would have had a delay in
delivery of the Proposed Development on the
alternative site.

It is therefore accepted in principle that a similar
timescale for delivery of an operational scheme might
not be achievable although it would be helpful if the ES
could set out the measures taken (and responses

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The ‘Back Check &
Review’ process
within the ES
considered sites of

13



Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

received) in terms of seeking dialogue with the Swaton
landowner over site availability. On that basis, whilst a
number of the alternative site criteria are accepted, we
disagree with the approach to site ownership and flood
risk and therefore the applicant should revisit this point
in the ES.

Finally, whilst Table 3.1 summaries the main design
layout iterations considered, the Council does not
consider that this wholly addresses the Regulation
14(2) requirement of the alternatives to consider
design, technology, location, size and scale. Table 3.1
sets out a timeline leading to various design iterations
on the site but which does not account (at Non-
Statutory Consultation Layout stage) for the availability
of more detailed information on BMV land. None of the
main design iterations in Table 3.1, or the associated
paragraphs, discuss alternative layouts and an
alternative scale of development which demonstrates
how impacts on BMV land have been mitigated through
layout or whether/how an alternative scheme of
reduced overall scale (i.e. reduced MW output)
including a reduction in the overall ‘developed’ area
reduces BMV impacts. This includes reducing the extent
of the BNG areas/habitat enhancement zones which
broadly correspond with Grade 1 and 2 agricultural
land on Fig 3.1 and 16.1 and, as an alternative,
retaining some of that land for agricultural use. Whilst
over 200% BNG is estimated, this needs to be set
against the loss of opportunity to continue meaningful

multiple landowners
and in FZ1/2 &3.

The Applicant has
reduced the BNG
areas in the southern
and southwestern
parts to enable
ongoing agricultural
use.

14



Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

agricultural use in the BNG areas applying the
conclusions in the Norfolk appeal decision referred to.

On this basis the Council does not consider that the
PEIR presents a comprehensive approach to the
assessment of alternatives as required by Regulation
14(2).

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
have continued
engaging with North
Kesteven District
Council & LCC on this
issue to develop the
methodology used in
the ES.

Chapter 3, Site
description, site
selection and iterative
design process

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

3.4.12 (and other references elsewhere)

The DCO submission should update on the 28™ July
2022 BEIS decision to refuse consent for the s36C
variation application made under the Electricity
Generating Stations (Variation of Consents) (England
and Wales) Regulations 2013. Whilst the PEIR, which
was prepared prior to the BEIS decision, recognises
throughout that there are practical difficulties in
addressing the radar mitigation requirement, the ES
and DCO application must now clarify the status of the
66MW wind energy scheme mindful of the BEIS
decision; namely that it is essentially time-expired.

The DCO submission
reflects this decision.

Chapter 3, Site
description, site
selection and iterative
design process

Lincolnshire County
Council

6 September 2022

e Paragraph 3.2.18 — we do not agree that soils within
the Potential Biodiversity Net Gain (PBNG) areas would
be unaffected by the development. The soils within the
PBNG area would effectively be sterilised and taken out
of productive use for at least 40 years if not
permanently given the land could be of enhanced
botanical/ecological value and, in the case of the
community orchard, well-established meaning it would

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
land will still be
classified as
agricultural land. The
area underneath and
around the panels is
proposed to be

15



Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
be unlikely the PBNG areas would be managed with sheep
reinstated/restored following decommissioning of the grazing. The Applicant
development. It is therefore disingenuous to suggest has also reduced the
the loss of BMV land would be limited to only that BNG areas in the
where the PV arrays are proposed as the actual loss southern and
would be much greater at around 313ha when you take | southwestern parts
into account the PBNG areas too (i.e. 252ha BMV to enable ongoing
within the solar array site and 61ha of the PBNG area). | agricultural use.
Chapter 3, Site Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Alternative Layouts (Table 3.1) - none of the main The Applicant notes
description, site Council design iterations in Table 3.1 (or the associated this comment. They
selection and iterative paragraphs) discuss possible alternative scales for the have reduced the
design process development in order to reduce the impact on BMV BNG areas in the
land. LCC believes the ES should address and consider southern and
how an alternative scheme of reduced overall scale (i.e. | southwestern parts
reduced MW output and footprint) reduces BMV to enable ongoing
impacts. This was advised as necessary by LCC (and agricultural use.
NKDC) as part of our response to the Scoping Opinion
and without this the PEIR does not, in our view, present
a comprehensive approach to the assessment of
reasonable alternatives in accordance with Regulation
14(2) of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017. In our view
reasonable alternatives could include reducing the
extent of the BNG areas/habitat enhancement zones
(which broadly correspond with Grade 1 and 2
agricultural land on Fig 3.1 and 16.1) and, as an
alternative, retaining some of that land for agricultural
use given that BNG at present is estimated to be over
200%.
Chapter 3, Site Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 LCC’s appointed Landscape Consultants (AAH The Application notes

description, site

Council

consultants) have also provided the following

this comment.

16



Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
selection and iterative comments in relation to this specific chapter. A full
design process copy of their comments is attached to this response
should therefore also be read in conjunction with this
response.
e Paragraphs 3.2.5 and 3.2.10 provide a narrative on The Applicant has
the process of refining the grid connection corridor since refined the grid
from the site to the Bicker Fen National Grid connection corridor
Substation. We would expect this route to confirmed as | and publicly
part of the ES and if there are potential landscape and confirmed this.
visual effects, these would be assessed as part of the Potential landscape
LVIA. and visual effects will
be assessed.
Chapter 3, Site Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraphs 3.2.11 and 3.2.12 provide a brief overview | The Applicant notes
description, site Council of the extension to the Bicker Fen National Grid this comment. They
selection and iterative Substation. We would expect this to clarified as part of | have since refined the
design process the ES and if there are potential landscape and visual grid connection
effects, these would be assessed as part of the LVIA. corridor and publicly
While it is understood the PEIR represents a moment in | confirmed this.
time, and layouts are evolving, Figure 2.1 - Indicative Potential landscape
Site Layout (Revision H), has been assumed by AAH to and visual effects will
be the most up to date layout. Therefore, it is assumed | be assessed. PEIR
Figures 3-1 and 3.2 have been included to provide figures 3-1 and 3.2
detail on the evolution of the layout based on were included to
consultee comments. provide detail on the
evolution of the
layout based on
consultee comments.
Chapter 3, Site Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraphs 3.2.5 and 3.2.10 provide a narrative on The Applicant has

description, site

Council (AAH
Consultants)

the process of refining the grid connection corridor
from the site to the Bicker Fen National Grid

since refined the grid
connection corridor

17



Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
selection and iterative Substation. We would expect this route to confirmed as | and publicly
design process part of the ES and if there are potential landscape and confirmed this.
visual effects, these would be assessed as part of the Potential landscape
LVIA. and visual effects will
be assessed.
Chapter 3, Site Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e While it is understood the PEIR represents a moment | The Applicant notes
description, site Council (AAH in time, and layouts are evolving, Figure 2.1 - Indicative | this comment. PEIR
selection and iterative | Consultants) Site Layout (Revision H), has been assumed by AAH to figures 3-1 and 3.2
design process be the most up to date layout. Therefore, it is assumed | were included to
Figures 3-1 and 3.2 have been included to provide provide detail on the
detail on the evolution of the layout based on evolution of the
consultee comments. layout based on
consultee comments.
Chapter 3, Site Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraphs 3.2.11 and 3.2.12 provide a brief overview | The Applicant notes

description, site
selection and iterative
design process

Council (AAH
Consultants)

of the extension to the Bicker Fen National Grid
Substation. We would expect this to clarified as part of
the ES and if there are potential landscape and visual
effects, these would be assessed as part of the LVIA.

this comment. They
have since refined the
grid connection
corridor and publicly
confirmed this.
Potential landscape
and visual effects
have been assessed.

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

As a general comment we note that the design, bulk,
scale, mass and external appearance of a number of
the elements of infrastructure is still under review.
Whilst the PEIR considers a worse case scenario of
taller panels pending the outcome of flood risk
modelling (but where we understand that standard
panel heights are likely to be deliverable) there is
limited information on the likely form of the BESS and
substations.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
provided additional
information on the
BESS and substations
in the further
(targeted)
consultation, stating:
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Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

1) they have opted
for a single, central
substation.

2) the BESS has been
moved further away
from properties
around the site and
closer to the central
farm buildings.

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

We would welcome continued dialogue as the design of
these structures is developed and our comments
reiterate earlier advice that (where operational
considerations allow) these structures should be
housed within buildings which mimic the simple form
and function of the existing agricultural buildings within
and around the site.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
will continue
engaging with LCC on
this issue.

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

We are aware of submissions made to you by Paul
Ostafiehyk which encourage you to pursue more
innovative solutions combining renewable energy
generation while continuing agricultural production via
'agrivoltaics'. There is reference to schemes in Germany
and Colorado ('Jack's Solar Garden') which highlight an
ability for the coexistence between agriculture and
technology.

The growing of soft
fruit under the panels
was considered, but
was not deemed
suitable for the site.

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

As we set out below in Chapter 16, we are concerned
that at present the interplay between energy
generation and agricultural productivity/BMV impacts
has not been sufficiently developed beyond a high level
reference to sheep grazing (reversion from arable to
pastoral).

The land will still be
classified as
agricultural land. The
area underneath and
around the panels is
proposed to be
managed with sheep
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Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

grazing. The Applicant
has also reduced the
BNG areas in the
southern and
southwestern parts
to enable ongoing
agricultural use.

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

In the context of our concerns regarding 'alternatives’,
the Norfolk appeal decision relating to BMV (see below)
and mindful of the substantial size of the site we note
the general approach advocated by Mr Ostafiehyk
namely that Heckington could be an exemplar which
incorporates a more innovative 'agrivoltaic' design
approach focussed within the proposed panelled areas
(as opposed to the indicative BNG land) and we
welcome a separate discussion with you on this point.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
growing of soft fruit
under the panels was
considered, but was
not deemed suitable
for the site.

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Rochdale Envelope/Table 4.1

Needs to ensure that BMV implications are considered.
Specific ALC testing proposed in BESS and greater
potential impact on BMV envisaged so might not be
appropriate to allow Rochdale Envelope re-siting of
BESS onto more sensitive ALC land

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Fig 3.2

Figure 3.2 (Working Indicative Site Layout) and Figure
4.1d (Proposed Battery Storage and New
Infrastructure) identify significantly different sized
areas for the battery storage area. This should be
clarified to ensure consistency across all plans and
layouts used to inform the assessments carried out as
part of the ES (also see comments under ‘Noise and
Vibration’ section). Figure 3.2 (Working Indicative Site

The Applicant notes
this comment. Figure
3.2 was a working
layout for
information, 4.1d
reflected the layout in
the PEIR (and was
therefore correct) at
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Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

Layout) and Figure 4.1e (Proposed Ecological
Enhancements for Operational Energy Park) identify
different sized areas for potential biodiversity net gain
with one identifying this as 95.34ha and the other citing
112.15ha. This should be clarified for consistency
reasons.

the time of writing.
The layout has
subsequently been
updated for the ES
(document reference
6.1.1).

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

4.5.26 t0 4.5.28

Noted increase in numbers; how do the substation
locations (132kv/400kv) align with the ALC grades and
the consideration of alternatives (layout) mindful that
impacts associated with the substations and associated
hardstanding are elevated?

The Indicative Layout
for this site has a
single 400kV
substation located
within the ESS area.
The ESS has been
located on Grade 3b
land. A plan within
the DAS shows this
information.

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

4.5.33

Is it possible to identify ‘other pieces of critical
infrastructure’ relative to the new/retained hedgerows
to consider impacts on bats? How will lighting operate;
timer, PIR sensor? What is the overall approach to
lighting relative to ILE guidance; NKDC would suggest
that ILE Zone E1 should be adopted

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
will identify these
pieces of
infrastructure in the
ES. There will be no
permanent lighting
requirements as part
of the operational
development. Any
lighting required will
be limited to the
necessary H&S
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Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

lighting around the
ESS and substation
for emergency
maintenance.

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Table 4.3

The dimensions and extent of ground coverage of any
flood defence bund should be specified and whether
retained soil (BMV) will be used to form the bund?

The Applicant notes
this comment.
Minimal flood
bunding is required
on the site as all
elements have been
designed to sit above
the maximum
predicted flood
levels. The exception
to this is the
transformer in the
ESS which will have a
small bund around it.

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

4.8.1

Elsewhere the PEIR suggests different grazing levels for
the energy park site and BNG area. This paragraph
infers same grazing regime.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
BNG area has been
removed from the
Energy Park site. All
grazing will take place
within the Energy
Park and will be
grazed to the same
density.
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Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

4.8.2

Will EIm Grange School take over the future
management and maintenance of the orchard in
totality? What are the arrangements if this not agreed
— Parish Council or alternative scheme of ongoing
management by Ecotricity/a management company?
How will this be funded and secured in perpetuity given
that the orchard will remain beyond the 40-year
lifespan of the scheme?

As a general comment in relation to the onsite
substations, BESS and customer switchgear buildings
the PEIR notes that the dimensions of the various
buildings are dependent of further assessment work
and so, as allowed under the Rochdale Envelope
Principle, cannot be stated in this PEIR but a worst-case
assessment will be adopted for the ES. The PEIR notes
potential building dimensions of approximately 80m x
40m x 10m and 135m x 90m x 15m respectively for the
132kv and 400kv S/S’s. NKDC welcomes ongoing
dialogue regarding the design, detailing, bulk, scale and
overall massing of these structures and we would
reiterate our earlier advice that designs could mimic
the simple form and function of the existing agricultural
buildings within the site. Other than confirming that
these will be likely grey or galvanised steel clad no
other information is available at this stage.

we are aware of submissions made to you by Paul
Ostafiehyk which encourage you to pursue more
innovative solutions combining renewable energy

Management of the
community orchard is
outlined in the
Outline Landscape
and Ecological
Management Plan
(document reference
7.8).

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The growing of soft
fruit under the panels
was considered but
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Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

generation while continuing agricultural production via
‘agrivoltaics’. There is reference to schemes in Germany
and Colorado (‘Jack’s Solar Garden’) which highlight an
ability for the coexistence between agriculture and
technology. As we set out below in Chapter 16, we are
concerned that at present the interplay between
energy generation and agricultural productivity/BMV
impacts has not been sufficiently developed beyond a
high level reference to sheep grazing (reversion from
arable to pastoral). In the context of our concerns
regarding ‘alternatives’, the Norfolk appeal decision
relating to BMV (see below) and mindful of the
substantial size of the site we note the general
approach advocated by Mr Ostafiehyk namely that
Heckington could be an exemplar which incorporates a
more innovative ‘agrivoltaic’ design approach focussed
within the proposed panelled areas (as opposed to the
indicative BNG land).

The layout remains illustrative pending design freeze;
not least in terms of the final location, layout, bulk,
scale etc of the substations/BESS and as such now
would be opportunity to consider this issue further. We
would welcome a separate dialogue on design matters
(without prejudice to our general concerns regarding
BMV impacts) to explore whether and how more
innovative approaches to agricultural/horticultural
productivity alongside the operation of the solar park
can be embedded into the scheme.

was not deemed
suitable for the site.
The land will still be
classified as
agricultural land. The
area underneath and
around the panels is
proposed to be
managed with sheep
grazing. The Applicant
has also reduced the
BNG areas in the
southern and
southwestern parts
to enable ongoing
agricultural use.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
continued to engage
with North Kesteven
District Council on
this issue ahead of
the design freeze.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They

24



Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
Finally we also consider that the landscape mitigation are continuing to
strategy is under-developed at this stage. Paragraph develop their
6.8.25 notes that ‘existing hedgerows and lines of trees | landscape mitigation
within the Energy Park would be protected and strategy.
enhanced with gapping-up using appropriate species.
New hedgerows would be established along the
southern and western edges of the solar modules, and
within the Energy Park. Further design options for
mitigation measures, and species selection, are
currently being considered’. The Applicant notes
this comment. They

We have previously identified and recommended that continued to work
to help the site better assimilate into the landscape with a team of
that there should be some elements of tree and copse | environmental
planting at strategic locations to break/filter views; not | specialists to
least of the larger elements of infrastructure (e.g. the determine how best
BESS) when travelling along the A17. Map regression to incorporate soft
suggests that the site historically had linear bands of landscaping into the
copses running north/south. The PEIR suggests that soft | site design.
landscaping would be restricted to new or bolstered
hedge planting but which seems to be a missed
opportunity in light of the size of the site and not least
given the location and extent of buffer zones and BNG
opportunity areas.

Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Figure 3.2 (Working Indicative Site Layout) and Figure | The Applicant notes

Development

Council

4.1d (Proposed Battery Storage and New
Infrastructure) identify significantly different sized
areas for the battery storage area. This needs to be
clarified to ensure consistency across all plans and
layouts used to inform the assessments carried out as

this comment. There
is a single area on the
Energy Park site for
the ESS. Thisis a
design alteration
from the PEIR which
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Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
part of the ES (also see comments under ‘Noise and had a series of
Vibration’ section). locations on the
Energy Park site.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Figure 3.2 (Working Indicative Site Layout) and Figure | The Applicant notes
Development Council 4.1e (Proposed Ecological Enhancements for this comment. The
Operational Energy Park) identify different sized areas BNG area from the
for potential biodiversity net gain with one identifying Energy Park site has
this as 95.34ha and the other citing 112.15ha. This been removed. The
needs to be clarified to ensure consistency across all BNG areas are
plans and layouts used to inform the assessments presented in the
carried out as part of the ES (also see comments under | Ecology Chapter of
‘Ecology and Ornithology’ section). the ES and the
Outline Landscape
and Ecology
Management Plan
(OLEMP, document
reference 7.8)
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 LCC’s appointed Landscape Consultants (AAH The Applicant notes
Development Council consultants) have also provided the following this comment.
comments in relation to this specific chapter. A full
copy of their comments is attached to this response
should therefore also be read in conjunction with this
response.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Section 4.2, paragraph 4.2.1 and Table 4.1 cover The Applicant notes

Development

Council

flexibility within the DCO and plans. While we
understand the need for flexibility to accommodate
new and evolving technology, the location of taller and
larger elements (e.g. the substations and battery
storage) have greater visual effects than PV panels and
as such we would expect the locations of these
elements be indicated within the ES to allow for the

this comment. The

LVIA has considered a

maximum area and
height for the ESS &
substation. This area
is shown on the
photomontages

26



Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant

LVIA to accurately assess and viewpoints and/or which are within the
visualisations to illustrate. ES.

Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraphs 4.5.1 to 4.5.39 provide detailed The Applicant notes

Development Council information on the components of the development this comment. The ES
and Tables 4.2 and 4.3 of the PEIR usefully provide has been assessed
details of the design parameters used for the PEIR. against a series of
However, we have concerns in regards to the larger and | maximum parameters
taller elements, such as the bunding (up to 6m), of these features.
substation and Control Building Parameters as outlined | Elevation plans
in Table 4.3. The final location and layout of these (Figure 4.4-4.25)
elements will have likely greater visual effects in this within the ES link to
flat, open rural landscape than PV panels. We would these maximum
expect the approximate location and “worst case” extents for the
extent (footprint) of these elements to be identified for | elements of the
the LVIA to allow for a better understanding of the Proposed
potential landscape and visual effects, an updated ZTV | Development.
based upon these parameters and an understanding of
the likely requirement for additional viewpoint
photographs to capture views of the taller/larger
elements which will be much more visible and
conspicuous.

Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraphs 4.5.40 to 4.5.42 provide information on The Applicant notes

Development

Council

offsite cabling, the route of which is still being
developed, and confirms that no above ground cabling
is proposed off site. However we have concerns in
regards to the visual and landscape impacts, as well as
potential ecological impacts, where cables cross
obstacles, such as watercourses or the train line, which
we assume would be carried out by directional drilling
to minimise effects, particularly at construction. This
should be clearly stated and assessed as part of the

this comment. The
construction works
necessary for cabling
installation will
involve directional
drilling. The locations
of the possible drill
points are identified
in Chapter 4 of the
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Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
assessment and existing landscape and ecological ES. Existing assets will
assets in these locations should be protected and be protected if
surveyed if appropriate to ensure effects are appropriate.
minimised.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraphs 4.5.43 to 4.5.45 provide information on The Applicant notes

Development

Council

the Bicker Fen Substation works. The ES should clearly
state the proposed works in this location as they have
likely landscape and visual effects, particularly if
impacting existing trees, as referenced within
paragraph 4.5.45. At this stage, limited viewpoints have
been proposed in this location, and once works are
understood, we would suggest consultation is carried
out with AAH/LCC and the district councils to ascertain
any additional viewpoint requirements to assess visual
effects.

e Mitigation proposals are provided in Table 4.3, which
identifies Biodiversity Net Gain Area and Community
Orchard. While these areas are shown on illustrative
layouts, having these included in the design parameters
allows for them to be accurately captured as part of the
scheme, and parameters plan clearly illustrating these
areas would be recommended. Figures 4.1C, 4.1 D and
4.1E appear to be good examples of plans to submit as

this comment. The ES
gives details on the
works required at
Bicker Fen Substation
in Chapter 4
(document reference
6.1.4). Viewpoints 9
and 15 are included
in LVIA Figures
(document reference
6.2.6). The Applicant
continued to engage
with LCC and their
advisors at AAH
about viewpoints
locations.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
BNG area is no longer
in the Energy Park
site. The community
orchard is and is
shown within the
design parameters.
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Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
potential parameter plans to accompany the design
parameters tables. This would allow for transparency
and clarity of development areas, areas of taller/larger
development and mitigation when reviewing the LVIA
and allow for an understanding of how the
development has been assessed.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 » Vegetation loss -the extent of any vegetation loss to The Applicant notes
Development Council facilitate construction or permanent site access points this comment.
and highway widening works (as outlined in Table 4.3 Vegetation works are
and Appendix 14.1 of the PEIR) have not been minimal and are
identified. Vegetation loss is also identified in capturedin a
association with the works at the Bicker Fen Substation. | dedicated
It is likely any vegetation cut back in order to achieve Arboricultural Impact
sight lines and/or widening or to facilitate other works | Assessment
will open up views and remove valuable elements of (document reference
the local landscape. We would therefore expect any 6.3.6.3).
vegetation works or loss to be clearly illustrated and
included within any assessment, as this has the
potential to remove existing valuable features (that
make up the character area) and open up views into or
across the site or the wider area. We would expect any
proposed vegetation removal to be surveyed to
BS:5837 Trees in Relation to Design, Demolition and
Construction to Construction so it is clear what the
arboricultural value is (to aid assessment) and
subsequently is appropriately mitigated as part of the
proposals.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Overhead/ground lines - Could the height of any The Applicant notes

Development

Council

above-ground cabling and associated poles proposed
within the site be clarified as these will likely have

this comment. They
provided additional
information on this in
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Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
additional visual effects and would need to be the further (targeted)
considered within the LVIA? consultation, stating
that they have
removed the option
for overhead lines
across the solar park
site.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e If the plans and sections for the LVIA are still intended | The Applicant notes
Development Council to be indicative, the LVIA needs to clearly state what this comment. They
layout, offsets and mitigation the assessment has been | will state what the
based upon, as different mitigation strategies will likely | assessment has been
alter potential effects. Also, we would expect the layout | based on in the ES.
to not just deliver green infrastructure to the minimum | An Outline Landscape
offsets provided on Figure 4.1 C and seek opportunities | and Ecological
for positive contributions to the landscape of the site. Management Plan is
We would recommend an Outline Landscape and/or provided with the
Ecological Management Plan, or similar, be developed DCO (document
to provide a clear strategy to secure any mitigation and | reference 7.8).
enhancement areas.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Section 4.2 covers the “Rochdale Envelope” or worst | The Applicant notes

Development

Council (AAH
Consultants)

case approach to the assessment, and paragraph 4.2.1
and Table 4.1 cover flexibility within the DCO and plans.
While we understand the need for flexibility to
accommodate new and evolving technology, the
location of taller and larger elements such as the
substations and battery storage with have greater
visual effects than PV panels, and as such we would
expect the locations of these elements be indicated
within the ES to allow for the LVIA to accurately assess
and viewpoints and/or visualisations to illustrate.

this comment. The
location of these
elements has been
included within the
Works Plans and has
been assessed as per
the Rochdale
Envelope. The central
location of them is
considered to reduce
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Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
the visual impact of
the taller elements.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraphs 4.5.1 to 4.5.39 provide detailed The Applicant notes

Development

Council (AAH
Consultants)

information on the components of the development
and Tables 4.2 and 4.3 of the PEIR usefully provide
details of the design parameters used for the PEIR.
However, we have concerns in regards to the larger and
taller elements, such as the bunding (up to 6m),
Substation and Control Building Parameters as outlined
in table 4.3. The final location and layout of these
elements will have likely greater visual effects in this
flat, open rural landscape than PV panels. We would
expect the approximate location and “worst case”
extent (footprint) of these elements to be identified for
the LVIA to allow for a better understanding of the
potential landscape and visual effects, an updated ZTV
based upon these parameters and an understanding of
the likely requirement for additional viewpoint
photographs to capture views of the taller/larger
elements which will be much more visible and
conspicuous.

this comment. The
maximum extents of
all elements of the
Proposed
Development have
been assessed within
the ES. Elevation
plans to show these
items are included in
Figures 4.4-4.26 of
the ES (document
reference: 6.2.4)

Chapter 4, Proposed
Development

Lincolnshire County
Council (AAH
Consultants)

6 September 2022

e Paragraphs 4.5.40 to 4.5.42 provide information on
offsite cabling, the route of which is still being
developed, and confirms that no above ground cabling
is proposed off site. However we have concerns in
regards to the visual and landscape impacts, as well as
potential ecological impacts, where cables cross
obstacles, such as watercourses or the train line, which
we assume would be carried out by directional drilling
to minimise effects, particularly at construction. This
should be clearly stated and assessed as part of the

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
construction works
necessary for cabling
installation will
involve directional
drilling. Existing
assets will be
protected as
appropriate. The ES
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Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
assessment and existing landscape and ecological has considered the
assets in these locations should be protected and locations of the
surveyed if appropriate to ensure effects are proposed drill
minimised. locations. These
locations are shown
in Chapter 4 of the
ES.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 ¢ Paragraphs 4.5.43 to 4.5.45 provide information on The Applicant notes
Development Council (AAH the Bicker Fen Substation works. The ES should clearly this comment. The ES
Consultants) state the proposed works in this location as they have will state the
likely landscape and visual effects, particularly if proposed works in
impacting existing trees, as referenced within this location. The
paragraph 4.5.45. At this stage, limited viewpoints have | Applicant will
been proposed in this location, and once works are continue engaging
understood, we would suggest consultation is carried with LCC about
out with AAH/LCC and the district councils to ascertain | viewpoints.
any additional viewpoint requirements to assess visual
effects.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 ¢ Mitigation proposals are provided in Table 4.3, which | The Applicant notes

Development

Council (AAH
Consultants)

identifies Biodiversity Net Gain Area and Community
Orchard. While these areas are shown on illustrative
layouts, having these included in the design parameters
allows for them to be accurately captured as part of the
scheme, and parameters plan clearly illustrating these
areas would be recommended. Figures 4.1C, 4.1 D and
4.1E appear to be good examples of plans to submit as
potential parameter plans to accompany the design
parameters tables. This would allow for transparency
and clarity of development areas, areas of taller/larger
development and mitigation when reviewing the LVIA

this comment. These
areas will be included
in the design
parameters.
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Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
and allow for an understanding of how the
development has been assessed.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 ¢ Regarding the community orchard: at this stage it is The Applicant notes
Development Council (AAH unclear why this has been included within the scheme this comment. They
Consultants) or if consultation has been carried out with the consulted on this
community to include this element. While it would element during the
undoubtably be a positive addition to the landscape, it | statutory
is unclear what community would benefit, use or consultation. It will be
maintain the orchard being in a relatively remote available for use by
location and likely accessed primarily by car. The arrangement by local
adjacent EIm Grange School would undoubtably benefit | groups, wherever
from this asset, however could an explanation and they are located.
justification be provided, and are there other assets They will continue
that may be more appropriate in this location? engaging with LCC on
how the Project could
benefit the local
community.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 * Regarding vegetation loss: The Applicant notes

Development

Council (AAH
Consultants)

-The extent of any vegetation loss to facilitate
construction access or the permanent site access points
from the A17, outlined in Table 4.3, is not identified.
While it is assumed that site access will be taken from
existing agricultural tracks and field entrances to
minimise effects, it is likely these may need vegetation
cut back for sight lines and/or widening.

-Any vegetation loss to facilitate any potential wider
highways works (as illustrated on highways figures
within Appendix 14.1 of the PEIR) for construction
access is not identified. Paragraph 4.7.1, bullet 15
identifies widening of highways access points, which
may result in vegetation removal, and bullet 16

this comment.
Vegetation works will
be included within
assessments.
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Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
identifies vegetation removal at Bicker Fen Substation.
This removal is likely to open up views and remove
valuable elements of the local landscape.
-We would expect any vegetation works or loss all to be
clearly illustrated and included within any assessment,
as this has the potential to remove existing valuable
features (that make up the character area) and open up
views into or across the site or the wider area. We
would expect any proposed vegetation removal to be
surveyed to BS:5837 Trees in Relation to Design,
Demolition and Construction to Construction so it is
clear what the arboricultural value is (to aid
assessment) and subsequently is appropriately
mitigated as part of the proposals.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 * Regarding Overhead/ground lines: Could it be The Applicant notes
Development Council (AAH clarified the height of any above-ground cabling and this comment. They
Consultants) associated poles are proposed within the site, as these | provided additional
will likely have additional visual effects and would need | information on this in
to be considered within the LVIA the further (targeted)
consultation, stating
that they have
removed the option
for overhead lines
across the solar park
site.
Chapter 4, Proposed Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e If the plans and sections for the LVIA are still intended | The Applicant notes

Development

Council (AAH
Consultants)

to be indicative, the LVIA needs to clearly state what
layout, offsets and mitigation the assessment has been
based upon, as different mitigation strategies will likely
alter potential effects. Also, we would expect the layout
to not just deliver green infrastructure to the minimum

this comment. They
will state what the
assessment has been
based on in the ES.
An Outline Landscape
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Issue Topic

Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

offsets provided on Figure 4.1 C and seek opportunities
for positive contributions to the landscape of the site.
We would recommend an Outline Landscape and/or
Ecological Management Plan, or similar, be developed
to provide a clear strategy to secure any mitigation and
enhancement areas.

and Ecological
Management Plan is
provided with the
DCO (document
reference: 7.8).

Chapter 5, Planning
policy

Environment
Agency

16 August 2022

Under the Environmental Permitting (England and
Wales) Regulations 2016, permission must be obtained
from the Environment Agency for any proposed
activities which will take place:

- in, over, under or within 8 metres of a main river (16
metres if tidal)

- on or within 8 metres of a flood defence structure or
culvert (16 metres if tidal)

- on or within 16 metres of a sea defence

- within 16 metres of any main river, flood defence
(including a remote defence) or culvert for quarrying or
excavation

- in a flood plain more than 8 metres from the river
bank, culvert or flood defence structure (16 metres if
tidal) having the potential to divert flood flows to third
parties, if planning permission has not already been
granted for the works

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 5, Planning
policy

Environment
Agency

16 August 2022

Please note that the view expressed in this letter is a
response to a pre-application enquiry only and does
not represent our final view in relation to any future
planning application made in relation to this site. We
reserve the right to change our position in relation to
any such application.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 5, Planning
policy

Network Rail

30 August 2022

Please note that if the intention is to install
cabling/equipment in support of the project through

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
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Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant

railway land as indicated, the developer will be need an | will continue
easement from Network Rail and we would engaging with this
recommend that they engage with us early in the consultee on this
planning of their scheme in order to discuss and agree element of the
this element of the proposals. proposals.

Chapter 5, Planning Network Rail 30 August 2022 Network Rail will be seeking protection from the The Applicant notes

policy

exercise of compulsory purchase powers over
operational land either for permanent or temporary
purposes. In addition, Network Rail will wish to agree
protection for the railway during the course of the
construction works and otherwise to protect our
undertaking and land interests. Network Rail reserves
the right to produce additional and further grounds of
concern when further details of the application and its
effect on Network Rail’s land are available. In addition,
any rights for power or other lines under, over or
alongside the railway line will require appropriate asset
protection measures deemed necessary by Network
Rail to protect the operational railway and stations. We
have standard protective provisions which will need to
be included in the DCO as a minimum therefore contact
should be made to _, email:
_@networkrail.co.uk to obtain a copy of
the relevant wording In addition a number of legal and
commercial agreements will need to be entered into,
for example, asset protection agreements, method
statements, connection agreements, property
agreements and all other relevant legal and commercial
agreements. This list is not exhaustive and will need to
be reviewed once more details of the scheme are
discussed between the parties.

this comment. They
will include standard
protective provisions
in the DCO.
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Chapter 5, Planning Network Rail 30 August 2022 Network Rail also reserves the right to make additional | The Applicant notes

policy

comments once we have evaluated the proposals in
more detail.

this comment.

Chapter 5, Planning
policy

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

The chapter summarises the current and draft EN NPS's
including draft EN 1, EN 3 and EN 5. However these
sections do not acknowledge the transitional
arrangements summarised in the draft EN1.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
will update the
chapter to
acknowledge these
transitional
arrangements.

Chapter 5, Planning
policy

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Paragraph 1.6.2 of draft EN1 notes that:

'applications for development consent will have been
prepared, and may already be in examination, in
reliance upon the 2011 suite of NPSs (or for nuclear
development based on the position set out in the
Written Ministerial Statement of 7 December 201710).
The Secretary of State has decided that for any
application accepted for examination before
designation of the 2021 amendments, the 2011 suite of
NPSs should have effect in accordance with the terms
of those NPS. The 2021 amendments will therefore
have effect only in relation to those applications for
development consent accepted for examination after
the designation of those amendments'.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 5, Planning
policy

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

5.2.11t05.2.12

These paragraphs variously summarise the current and
draft EN NPS’s including draft EN 1, EN 3 and EN 5.
However these sections do not acknowledge the
transitional arrangements summarised in the draft EN1.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
will update the
chapter to
acknowledge these
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transitional
arrangements.

Chapter 5, Planning
policy

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Paragraph 1.6.2 of draft EN1 notes that ‘applications
for development consent will have been prepared, and
may already be in examination, in reliance upon the
2011 suite of NPSs (or for nuclear development based
on the position set out in the Written Ministerial
Statement of 7 December 201710). The Secretary of
State has decided that for any application accepted for
examination before designation of the 2021
amendments, the 2011 suite of NPSs should have effect
in accordance with the terms of those NPS. The 2021
amendments will therefore have effect only in relation
to those applications for development consent
accepted for examination after the designation of those
amendments’.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 5, Planning
policy

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Paragraph 1.6.3 of draft EN1 notes that ‘however, any
emerging draft NPSs (or those designated but not
having effect) are potentially capable of being
important and relevant considerations in the decision-
making process. The extent to which they are relevant
is a matter for the relevant Secretary of State to
consider within the framework of the Planning Act and
with regard to the specific circumstances of each
development consent order application’.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 5, Planning
policy

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Therefore, the planning policy section of the ES should
be structured on the basis that it addresses both
eventualities and ergo whether the DCO will be
determined in accordance with either s104 or s105 of
the 2008 PA. Whilst it is ultimately for the SofS to
determine and apportion weight to the application and

Further detail is
available in
Statement of Need
and Planning
Statement (document
reference 7.3).
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Consultee

Date

Stakeholder Comment

Regard had by the
Applicant

relevance of ENs 1, and 3 and 5 if they are not
adopted/designated at the point of acceptance for
examination, the Council’s position is that these are
material and should carry a high degree of weight
mindful of their stage of preparation and in the
absence of any specific guidance on solar PV generation
in the current EN-1 and EN-3 guidance. We would
recommend that you seek ongoing updates from PINS
to clarify the focus of the planning policy section of the
ES however we would strongly encourage that both
scenarios (s104 and s105) are addressed in the
submission.

Chapter 5, Planning
policy

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

5.2.35and 5.2.36, 5.2.29

The table references the emerging Central Lincolnshire
Local Plan and the subsequent paragraph refers to
SPDs. Please be aware that on 8th July 2022 the Local
Plan Review was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate in order for it to commence its
examination, and where dates are being explored in
November and December 2022. All documents
submitted, including the Proposed Submission Local
Plan, supporting documents, consultation maps and
representations received can be found in the Planning

Policy Library at [
—

Whilst the new Local Plan has been based on the 2017
Local Plan, with many policies and the overall ambitions
of the plan remaining the same, there have been some
significant policy changes/updates not least in relation
to climate change. The plan is ambitious in trying to

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
welcome the policy
changes/updates in
relation to climate
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Applicant

address climate change in a number of policies,
including a requirement for net-zero-carbon homes and
a framework for considering renewable energy
infrastructure. Therefore subject to examination, there
are a number of emerging policies that should be
referred to in the underlying planning policy
assessments in the ES, including but not limited to S5,
S14, 516, S21, S47, S53, S57, S59, S60, S61, S66 and S67.

change. They believe
itis important and
needs fighting now. It
is their mission to
give people an
alternative to fossil
fuels — green energy.
They are building new
energy projects
(including the Project)
to that end. The
Applicant plans to
refer to a range of
sections in the
underlying planning
policy assessments.

Chapter 5, Planning
policy

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

In terms of adopted guidance documents as noted
below under the respective sub-headings, whilst the
2007 NKDC LCA has been referenced in relation to LVIA
the adopted Heckington Conservation Area appraisal is
not referenced in relation to Cultural Heritage. The
applicant may also wish to reference the adopted NKDC
Climate Emergency Strategy and Action Plan which can

be accessed at-

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 5, Planning
policy

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

In the context of reference to the NPPF at paragraph
5.2.29, the applicant may also wish to reference the
National Design Guide and an analysis of how the
design, layout and respective components of the
scheme correspond to the 10 characteristics of good

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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design; including in the context of assessing
alternatives.
Chapter 6, Landscape | South Kesteven 12 July 2022 The site is sufficiently separated and screened from The Applicant notes
and visual District Council South Kesteven such that there would be no landscape | this comment.
and visual impacts of concern from the Energy Park
aspect of the proposal. Further, the large area
identified to the south of the site for potential
underground cabling is unlikely to result in any
significant landscape and visual impacts.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Historic England 20 July 2022 Vegetation planting can have an impact on the setting The Applicant’s
and visual of heritage assets so this should be included in any assessments and final
assessment. site layout will cover
a range of factors,
including proposed
planting.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire Police 20 July 2022 Land selected should aim to avoid affecting the visual The Applicant notes

and visual

aspect of landscapes, maintain the natural beauty and
should be predominantly flat, well screened by hedges,
tree lines, etc. and not cause undue impact to nearby
domestic properties or roads. (BRE. Planning guidance
for the large-scale ground mounted solar PV systems)

| have attached a copy of national guidance which
reinforces this principle and would recommend that the
boundary fence is to a minimum of LPS 1175 level 3 and
to a height of 2.4 metres or to the current UK
Government standard, SEAP (Security Equipment
Approval Panel) class 1-3.

this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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The use of 2.4 metre welded mesh fencing (in green)
would be the most unobtrusive method of providing a
secure perimeter border.
Chapter 6, Landscape | National Grid 25 August 2022 The following points should be taken into The Applicant notes
and visual Electricity consideration. this comment.

Transmission

* If a landscaping scheme is proposed as part of the
proposal, we request that only slow and low growing
species of trees and shrubs are planted beneath and
adjacent to the existing overhead line to reduce the risk
of growth to a height which compromises statutory
safety clearances.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

The LVIA and associated appendices and figures were
prepared in advance of the suggested inclusion of
additional VPs jointly by NKDC, Boston Borough Council
and AAH Planning (on behalf of Lincolnshire County
Council). We understand that these are to be
incorporated into the final ES. We note and agree with
the conclusion that significant (adverse) effects are
predicted from 9 viewpoints.

The ES should map where the central and southern
parts of Sidebar Lane are and by reference to mapping
the approximate parts of Sidebar Lane/the 81395
where significant adverse effects are likely to occur and
conversely those parts that transition away from
significant adverse effects.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

We note that AAH Planning will provide a more
detailed commentary on behalf of LCC however from
review of their initial draft we would support their
observations and requests for additional
information/clarity.

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.3.9

The PEIR identifies the extent of the Study Area of the
development of up to 3km at paragraph 6.3.9, which
defines the spatial scope of the area to be addressed,
however the ZTV and PEIR (paragraph 6.3.6 and 6.3.7)
does identify potential visibility beyond 3km. The LVIA
Chapter should therefore include a clear statement,
similar to that provided within paragraphs 6.3.6 to
6.3.9, on the justification for the extent of the Study
Area.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
includes justification
for the extent of the
Study Area.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.3.15

It is noted that the LVIA chapter and associated
appendices and figures were prepared in advance of
the suggested inclusion of additional VPs. We
understand that these are to be incorporated into the
final ES. As such we do not wholly agree with the PEIR’s
statement that ‘representative and illustrative
viewpoints have been agreed with Lincolnshire County
Council and North Kesteven District Council through the
Scoping Report submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate’.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
have continued to
engage with North
Kesteven District
Council on this issue.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.3.24

This paragraph identifies “overhead electricity cables
on 30m high poles within the Energy Park”. The extent
and location of these needs clarifying as part of the ES
to allow for the LVIA to consider these within the
assessment.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
provided additional
information on this in
the further (targeted)
consultation, stating
that they have
removed the option
for overhead lines
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across the solar park
site.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.3.25

The ES should identify buildings and infrastructure
across the energy park site that are intended to be lit,
whether these are adjacent to existing or proposed
hedgerows, technical details of lux, sky glare/glow,
spillage, any cowling to used, ILE Environmental Zone
standards to be applied (NKDC suggests Zone E1) and
measures to control the operation of external lighting

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will identify which
buildings and
infrastructure are
intended to be lit.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.3.57

The policy section could be expanded to reference
NPPF paragraph 131 regarding the value of retained
trees

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.3.64

This section refers to CLLP policies LP17 and LP19 but
also needs to reference CLLP policies LP26 and LP55.
The chapter should also refer to (and discuss overall
compliance with) emerging CLLP submission draft
design policies

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
have updated this
section to reference
CLLP policies LP36
and LP55.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.3.65

There could be cross reference here to CLLP
Biodiversity Opportunity Mapping Study objectives. As
set out above under the sub-heading of ‘alternatives’
the ES should consider and evidence more broadly the
interplay between on-site BMV, BNG and the
disposition of buildings and infrastructure in the
consideration of alternative layouts

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.5.9
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It might be useful to identify the individual or clusters
of dwellings where different conclusions are drawn and
briefly explain why they vary

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.5.12

We agree with the overall assessment in terms of
effects for motorists from the A17 however it might be
helpful to provide an annotated plan showing the parts
of the A17 corridor where site views start to appear
and change

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.5.22

It might be helpful to estimate the overall area of the
NKDC Fenland LCA sub-area (by proportion of overall
LCA area) which will be subject to significant adverse
effects in the same way that the ES proposes to set out
proportions/percentages of change or loss in relation
to BMV ALC impacts

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.5.25

If there are localised variations in terms of estimated
effects then it would be helpful to identify these
through either individual properties or clusters.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.5.27

The ES should map where the central and southern
parts of Sidebar Lane are and by reference to mapping
the approximate parts of Sidebar Lane/the B1395
where significant adverse effects are likely to occur and
conversely those parts that transition away from
significant adverse effects

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
has assessed the
effects for users of
Sidebar Lane/ the
B1393.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.6.3

There is suggestion elsewhere in the PEIR that there
might be some loss of the edge of woodland blocks to
accommodate access works. This should be clarified. In

The Applicant notes
this comment. There
will be no loss to
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Applicant
addition there is only limited reference as to how the woodland blocks as
BNG areas’ location assists with mitigation by providing | part of this

undeveloped buffer blocks along the B1395 Sidebar
Lane/SW corner of the site.

application. The BNG
area is no longer part
of the application.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.6.4

It would be helpful if the ES expands with discussion on
the existing/natural or proposed screening of the other
elements i.e. the 132kv substations etc and the degree
to which screening can/cannot be provided by way of
partial mitigation from the respective VPs. If woodland
block co-location does not alter the overall significance
of impact from a specific VP then better that the ES
acknowledges that alternative siting or layouts of the
substation infrastructure does not/cannot reasonably
alter overall findings.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.7.4 (table), 6.7.7, Fig 6.5 and 6.6

The table of cumulative schemes doesn’t include the
proposed Temple Oaks NSIP solar farm near
Folkingham which post-dated EIA Scoping. However it
is expected that there will be no cumulative LVIA
impacts given the degree of separation involved.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

6.8.28

As above it might be helpful to estimate the overall
area of the NKDC Fenland LCA sub-area (by proportion
of overall LCA area) which will be subject to cumulative
significant adverse effects in the same way that the ES
proposes to set out proportions/percentages of change
or loss in relation to BMV ALC impacts

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

VPs1-4,6and 8
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We note and agree that VPs 1-4, 6 and 8 are set within
the ‘significant adverse’ category; although VP8 is set
further away from the energy park boundary beyond
the eastern edge with intervening field hedge
boundaries along Head Dyke etc providing some
filtering.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

General comments

We note that the PEIR chapter and the associated
Appendix documents do not contain all post-
development photomontages and therefore our
comments are restricted to the information provided to
date. As outlined within Chapters 3 and 4 of the PEIR,
the development proposals are still being developed
and finalised. This includes the type of panel and
location and design of taller/larger elements such as
substations and battery storage. While it is understood
that some aspects of the scheme are unlikely to be
detailed until the tendering has been completed, we
would expect a reasonable level of design fix for the
final ES which would clearly set out the parameters of
the development, such as heights and locations of
elements that have been used in the assessment, which
if there are still some outstanding design and layout
elements to be finalised should be based on a “worst
case” scenario to ensure any effects are not
underplayed. This is particularly important for larger
and taller elements such as sub-stations or battery
storage.

We also consider that the landscape mitigation strategy
is under-developed at this stage. Paragraph 6.8.25

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
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notes that ‘existing hedgerows and lines of trees within
the Energy Park would be protected and enhanced with
gapping-up using appropriate species. New hedgerows
would be established along the southern and western
edges of the solar modules, and within the Energy Park.
Further design options for mitigation measures, and
species selection, are currently being considered’.

We have previously identified and recommended that
to help the site better assimilate into the landscape
that there should be some elements of tree and copse
planting at strategic locations to break/filter views; not
least of the larger elements of infrastructure (e.g. the
BESS) when travelling along the A17. Map regression
suggests that the site historically had linear bands of
copses running north/south. The PEIR suggests that soft
landscaping would be restricted to new or bolstered
hedge planting but which seems to be a missed
opportunity in light of the size of the site and not least
given the location and extent of buffer zones and BNG
opportunity areas.

landscape mitigation
strategy can be seen
in the OLEMP
(Document reference
7.8)

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
outline Landscape
Strategy can be seen
in the OLEMP
(document ref 7.8)

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

Natural England

1 September 2022

The proposed development is not located within, or
within the setting, of any nationally designated
landscapes. As a result, Natural England have no
specific comments to make on landscape and visual
impacts.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

Natural England

1 September 2022

Natural England welcome the intention to produce a
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) which
will be included in the Environment Statement (ES). We
also welcome that the LVIA will be undertaken with

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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regard to Natural England’s approach to Landscape
Character Assessment (2014).

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

Natural England

1 September 2022

Natural England welcome the proposed additional
mitigation and enhancements set out in paragraphs
6.6.51t0 6.6.7.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 AAH Consultants has reviewed the PEIR and the The Applicant notes
and visual Council following comments are offered on behalf of LCC which | this comment.
take into account previous AAH comments (Refer to
Heckington Fen AAH TMO1 and AAH TM02), as well as
meetings held with Pegasus and any subsequent
meeting minutes.
The comments provided are intended to assist in The Applicant notes
guiding the next (final) stage of the process this comment.
development, refinement of the content of the LVIA
chapter and the overall development proposals. It is
not a review of any of the preliminary findings or initial
assessments.
The following only summarises the comments provided | The Applicant notes
by AAH and a full copy of their response is attached to | this comment. They
this response. You are therefore advised to refer to that | have had regard to
document for full details and comments on the PEIR. the full response
provided by AAH
Consultants (within
this appendix).
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 Overall the scope of the LVIA is generally aligned with The Applicant notes

and visual

Council (AAH
Consultants)

the scoping report and scoping opinion, as well as other
AAH comments (AAH TMO01 and AAH TM02) and
meetings held with Pegasus.

this comment.
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Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 However, Paragraph 6.3.15 of the PEIR states that The Applicant notes
and visual Council (AAH “Representative and illustrative viewpoints have been this comment. They
Consultants) agreed with Lincolnshire County Council and North have continue
Kesteven District Council through the Scoping Report engaging with LCC on
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate”. This is not this issue to agree
correct, and as part of the scoping report it was viewpoint locations.
requested that further consultation be carried out with
the relevant councils in regards to the viewpoint
locations and visualisations. Subsequently, AAH/LCC
issued AAH TMO02, that provided general comments on
the landscape and visual aspects of the scheme as well
as comments on proposed viewpoints, which included
recommendations for additional views. These have not
been incorporated into the PEIR, or shown on Figures
6.3a, 6.3b, and 6.3c at this stage. Therefore we request
that further consultation is carried out between
Pegasus and AAH/LCC and other relevant consultees, in
regards to agreeing the viewpoints and visualisations.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 As outlined within Chapters 3 and 4 of the PEIR, the The Applicant notes

and visual

Council (AAH
Consultants)

development proposals are still being developed and
finalised. This includes the type of panel and location
and design of taller/larger elements such as substations
and battery storage. While it is understood that some
aspects of the scheme are unlikely to be detailed until
the tendering stage has been completed, we would
expect a reasonable level of design fix for the final ES
which would clearly set out the parameters of the
development, such as heights and locations of
elements that have been used in the assessment, which
if there are still some outstanding design and layout
elements to be finalised would be based on a “worst

this comment.
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Applicant
case” scenario to ensure any effects are not
underplayed. This is particularly important for larger
and taller elements such as sub stations or battery
storage.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 As mentioned within paragraph 6.3.15 of the PEIR, itis | The Applicant notes
and visual Council (AAH requested that further landscape and visual this comment. They
Consultants) consultation is carried out between AAH/LCC and have continued to
District Authority landscape specialists and the engage with these
developer team (Pegasus) following the conclusion of specialists on this
this second formal consultation phase. This would likely | issue.
cover the PEIR comments, AAH TMO02, as well as
development proposals and the mitigation scheme, and
location of any larger structures or buildings such as the
substations and development at Bicker Fen Substation,
extent of vegetation loss for highways works, and also
subsequent knock-on effects such as any requirement
for additional viewpoints or AVRs.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 In regards to the Landscape and Visual chapter The Applicant notes

and visual

Council (AAH
Consultants)

(Chapter 6 of the PEIR):

e The visual receptors and viewpoints were previously
discussed with AAH, and subsequently AAH issued AAH
TMO2 via email to Pegasus with initial comments on
receptors and viewpoints, recommending additional
viewpoints or amendments to those proposed, and
suggested a follow up workshop. It is therefore
requested that further landscape and visual
consultation is carried out between AAH/LCC and
District Authority landscape specialists and the
developer team (Pegasus) following the conclusion of
this second formal consultation phase.

this comment. They
will continue to
engage with these
specialists on this
issue.
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Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

Lincolnshire County
Council (AAH
Consultants)

6 September 2022

e For the LVIA, the elements within the Proposed
Development, detailed in paragraph 6.2.5, should all
reference design parameters, clearly stating extent
(location and area) and size (including maximum
height) of each element that makes up the
development.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
LVIA has been
completed against a
series of maximum
parameters which
link to the Indicative
Design of the Energy
Park and the
extension to Bicker
Fen substation. These
parameters are
shown on the
elevation plans within
the ES (Figure 4.4-
4.26 document ref:
6.4.4)

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

Lincolnshire County
Council (AAH
Consultants)

6 September 2022

* The PEIR identifies the extent of the Study Area of the
development of up to 3km at paragraph 6.3.9, which
defines the spatial scope of the area to be addressed.
The ZTV (Figures 6.3) shows a study area of 5km and
along with PEIR (paragraph 6.3.6 and 6.3.7) does
identify potential visibility beyond 3km, and from AAH
site visits potential visibility of the site and
development were identified beyond 3km. The LVIA
Chapter should therefore include a clear statement,
similar to that provided within paragraphs 6.3.6 to
6.3.9, on the study area (3km or 5km), justification for
the extent of the Study Area and figures should also
clearly illustrate this extent.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will include
justification for the
extent of the Study
Area.
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Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraph 6.3.10 provides an overview of the The Applicant notes
and visual Council (AAH proposed development at Bicker Fen Substation, and this comment.
Consultants) we would expect the LVIA to fully assess these
landscape and visual effects and include viewpoints and
visualisations as appropriate.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraph 6.3.12 states that landscape effects would | The Applicant notes
and visual Council (AAH be limited to the area occupied by the Proposed this comment.
Consultants) Development. This may not always be the case, and
would anticipate there may be potential effects in the
area immediately surrounding the site where the
landscape character may indirectly change, for
example, currently being an open rural landscape, to
one that contains development and artificial landform
(bunds) that screen views and effect the perception of
openness and “big skies”.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 ¢ Paragraph 6.3.15 states that “Representative and The Applicant notes

and visual

Council (AAH
Consultants)

illustrative viewpoints have been agreed with
Lincolnshire County Council and North Kesteven District
Council through the Scoping Report submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate”. As stated previously, this is not
correct, and as part of the scoping report it was
requested that further consultation be carried out with
the relevant consultees in regards to the viewpoint
locations and visualisations. Subsequently, AAH/LCC
issued AAH TMO02, that provided general comments on
the landscape and visual aspects of the scheme as well
as comments on proposed viewpoints, which included
recommendations for additional views. Paragraph
6.3.67 also identifies (indirectly) comments and initial
discussions held between AAH/LCC and Pegasus. The
AAH comments have not been incorporated into the

this comment. They
have continued to
engage with LCC on
this issue.
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Applicant
PEIR, or shown on Figures 6.3a, 6.3b, and 6.3c at this
stage. Therefore we request that consultation is carried
out between Pegasus and AAH/LCC in regards to
agreeing the viewpoints and visualisations.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraph 6.3.24 identifies: “overhead electricity The Applicant notes
and visual Council (AAH cables on 30m high poles within the Energy Park”. The | this comment. They
Consultants) extent and location of these needs clarifying as part of | provided additional
the ES to allow for the LVIA to consider these within the | information on this in
assessment. the further (targeted)
consultation, stating
that they have
removed the option
for overhead lines
across the solar park
site.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e In regards to lighting (paragraph 6.3.25), the ES The Applicant notes
and visual Council (AAH should clearly state what the proposed lighting scheme | this comment. The ES
Consultants) will comprise, including technical information such as will state what the
lux levels and how it would be controlled. We would proposed lighting
expect the LVIA to provide a visual assessment of this scheme will comprise.
lighting.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e In regards to Assessment of Significance (paragraphs | The Applicant notes

and visual

Council (AAH
Consultants)

6.3.33 t0 6.3.39), it is assumed the PEIR is stating that
only effects of a Major level would be considered as
Significant. Therefore, moderate or moderate to major
landscape and visual effects may not be considered
significant. We disagree with this, which is a variation
from typical assessments that may class effects
moderate (and above) as significant: no justification in
the methodology is provided for this and could lead the

this comment. The ES
will clarify and justify
its assumptions.
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assessment as being deemed as underplaying the
identification of significant effects.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraph 6.3.72, bullet 7, states: “The assessed The Applicant notes
and visual Council (AAH Proposed Development is based on application this comment. The ES
Consultants) drawings that accompany this PEIR and is assessed on will clarify this point
the assumption that the Proposed Development is and detail what the
delivered in line with these drawings and associated submission is based
timescales.”. This statement causes some confusionas | upon.
layouts are currently labelled indicative, which we
assume is commensurate with the preliminary nature
of the PEIR. The submission and LVIA should clearly
detail the scheme that the submission will be based
upon: indicative layouts or parameter plans.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 e Paragraph 6.4.5 identifies PROW Heck/15/1 running The Applicant notes
and visual Council (AAH along the northern boundary of the site, and also its this comment. They
Consultants) termination at Head Dyke. This correlates with the will consider the
online LCC PROW mapping, and while does not connect | wider network to the
into a wider network to the east, is a relatively long east.
section (more than 1.6 miles) of PROW that should be
considered in the assessment.
Chapter 6, Landscape | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 Identification of receptors:

and visual

Council (AAH
Consultants)

e The PEIR identifies a range of landscape and visual
receptors within the Study Area.

e The correct National and Local Landscape Character
Areas (LCA) have been referred to within the PEIR and
cover a range of scales, and there is potential to scope
out character areas that would not be affected by the
development or those that are at a large scale and
would provide context only, such as NCAs.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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e Potential landscape receptors at varying scales are
identified for consideration in the LVIA within
paragraphs 6.4.14 6.4.19. We would also expect a finer-
grained site-level (and immediate context) assessment
and identification of individual elements or features of
the site and landscape/landscape character areas to
form the baseline of the LVIA.

e |t would be useful to take into account the
information collated as part of the Historic landscape
characterisation project: The Historic Character of The
County of Lincolnshire (September 2011), to ensure
that the development is sensitive to the historic
landscape. The project documents and the mapping
can be accessed here: Historic Landscape
Characterisation — Lincolnshire County Council

* Nineteen viewpoints have been identified
(paragraphs 6.4.34 and Table 6.3) within the PEIR,
which are located on Figures 6.3a, 6.3b, and 6.3c. The
visual receptors and viewpoints were previously
discussed with AAH, and subsequently AAH issued AAH
TMO2 via email with initial comments on receptors and
viewpoints, recommending additional viewpoints or
amendments to those proposed. At this stage, this
consultation or AAH TMO1 has not been incorporated
into the PEIR, and we would request further discussions
and meetings are held between AAH and other
stakeholders with Pegasus.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
will continue working
with a team of
specialists to ensure
the development is
sensitive to the
historic landscape.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
will continue
engaging with AAH on
this issue.
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Also, as stated and noted in previous correspondence,
at this stage, there are not fixed details on the location
and appearance/extent of taller/larger elements that
form part of the development, which would likely have
visual impacts that may require additional viewpoints
beyond those initially identified. Additional viewpoints
of development at the Bicker Fen Substation (currently
on viewpoint 15 would likely cover this) may also be
required once final design or parameters have been
developed.

e For the PEIR, three viewpoints have been selected by
Pegasus to be developed as photomontages (VPs 6, 8,
18). At this stage, these have not been discussed or
agreed with AAH/LCC, or as we understand any other
stakeholders or appropriate consultees. We request
consultation is held with AAH/LCC and other
stakeholders in regards to agreeing the views taken
forward as photomontages, the AVR Level that would
be most appropriate to illustrate the proposals, which
we would assume would be Level 2 or Level 3, however
photo wire (Level 0 or Level 1) may be more
appropriate in some long distance or fully screened
views and what Type (would likely be Type 3 or 4), to
Landscape Institute TGN 06/19 Visual Representation
of Development Proposals.

e Paragraph 6.4.32 identifies groups of visual receptors:

-The extent of views (approximate start point and
endpoint) that are available to receptors traveling
along linear elements (such as roads or PROW) would

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
assessment will
consider this within
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be useful, e.g. along a 200m stretchof the road looking
north, or: from receptors traveling south along high
points of the PROW.

-In regards to the receptor groups: Road Users, while
many of the surrounding lanes and tracks within the
study area are rural and remote in character and
primarily used for motor vehicles and farm access, they
are also used by dog walkers, horse riders and leisure
cyclists, and subsequently the assessment should
consider this within the baseline and methodology. The
local value of these networks should be considered
beyond being simply vehicle “road networks”, they also
provide suitable connections for walkers improving the
connectivity of the wider recreational footpath/PROW
network.

the baseline and
methodology.

Chapter 6, Landscape
and visual

Lincolnshire County
Council (AAH
Consultants)

6 September 2022

* The assessment of Landscape Character Effects (from
paragraph 6.5.2) gives an initial judgement on the level
of effect; however we would urge caution in regard
landscape character areas, which often are assessed as
having limited magnitudes of change as the change
would be small scale and/or extent (development site)
would only affect a small percentage of the overall,
much larger, character area. Using this approach, any
development in a large character area will always be
deemed relatively “small”. We would encourage the
LVIA assess what the change would be in that part of
the character area and what identified key elements
identified within the character areas are impacted, and
how development change would affect those elements
or characteristics.

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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Chapter 7, Residential | Boston Borough 25 August 2022 cumulative effects of the cabling works of several other | The Applicant notes

visual amenity

Council

local schemes proposed at Temple Oaks, Folkingham
and Bicker Solar Farm should be taken into account as
these schemes also propose cabling works to connect
to National Grid at Bicker. The potential for cumulative
impacts on residential amenity, the environment and
heritage assets should be taken into account, along
with any proposed mitigation in relation to traffic
movements, dust and noise impacts, especially during
construction phases.

this comment. They
will account for these
cumulative effects
where required.

Chapter 7, Residential
visual amenity

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

We agree with the overall assessment that ID1, 3, 5 and
8 are expected to experience significant effects.
However there is limited reference as to how other
clusters not responding to your pre-application
approaches for site assessments are to be considered;
the focus is on the ID properties listed in the PEIR but
with no 'surrogate' applied to the other address
points/groups.

The ES should therefore identify all address points or
clusters by individual reference and then carry across as
necessary any 'surrogate' findings from the most
appropriate ID property for which information and
photographs have been obtained. As per previous
discussions you've also acknowledged that 'The
Bungalow' B1395 Sidebar Lane was missed from the
property lists but will be captured in the ES.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will identify all
address
points/clusters and
carry across
‘surrogates’ as
necessary. It will also
capture ‘The
Bungalow’.

Chapter 7, Residential
visual amenity

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

7.3.27/ID properties with expected significant effects
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ID1, 3, 5 and 8 are expected to experience significant
effects but not to an overbearing/unacceptable degree.
However there is limited reference as to how other
clusters not responding to the pre-application
approaches for site assessments are to be considered;
the focus is on the ID properties listed in the PEIR but
with no ‘surrogate’ applied to the other address
points/groups. The relevant chapter of the ES should
therefore identify all address points or clusters by
individual reference and then carry across as necessary
any ‘surrogate’ findings from the most appropriate ID
property for which information and photographs have
been obtained.

We request that the RVAA should show measured
distances between the ID property and the closest
element of infrastructure, the relative orientation, and
as above either numbered individual or clustered
properties if a proxy is used, along with consideration
of issues such as seasonal leaf loss and how this
impacts on overall significance levels.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will identify all
address
points/clusters and
carry across
‘surrogates’ as
necessary.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 7, Residential
visual amenity

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Missing baseline property

Finally the RVAA misses a property in the baseline
assessment — ‘The Bungalow’ B1395 Sidebar Lane
(subject to planning application reference
00/0510/FUL)

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will capture ‘The
Bungalow’.

Chapter 7, Residential
visual amenity

Lincolnshire County
Council

6 September 2022

No comments on this chapter, however would suggest
reference is made in the RVAA to considering
residential views along the cable route and works
associated with the Bicker Fen Substation.

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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Chapter 7, Residential | Lincolnshire County | 6 September 2022 No comments on this chapter, however would suggest | The Applicant notes
visual amenity Council (AAH reference is made in the RVAA to considering this comment.
Consultants) residential views along the cable route and works
associated with the Bicker Fen Substation.
Chapter 8, Ecology Lincolnshire Wildlife | 8 July 2022 RE: mink. I've been told IDB black sluice do their own The Applicant notes
and ornithology Trust trapping for their catchment so this may be a suitable this comment.
avenue to pursue for the mitigation for the site.
Chapter 8, Ecology Lincolnshire Police 20 July 2022 The development will need to have regard in both its The Applicant notes
and ornithology design layout, and future maintenance plans for the this comment.
retention of growth of vegetation on these important
boundaries, including the opportunity for trees within
the boundaries to grow on to maturity.
The use of natural vegetation as a feature should not The Applicant notes
compromise the benefit of clear and unobstructed this comment.
natural and formal (CCTV System) surveillance.
Existing hedges and established vegetation, including The Applicant notes
mature trees, should be retained wherever possible. this comment.
Chapter 8, Ecology North Kesteven 8 August 2022 | welcome confirmation that further survey data will be | The Applicant notes

and ornithology

District Council
(AECOM)

presented later for certain species e.g. great crested
newt and flora. In the absence of this data, parts of the
assessment go beyond what is reasonable and
precautionary with reference to the current evidence
base e.g. the conclusion that the loss of arable
farmland is beneficial when not all of the survey data is
available to evidence this. However, | do not think it
necessary to comment further on this specific point
given that work is ongoing. It is clearly stated that the
impact assessment will be updated later to take
account of all relevant data.

this comment.
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Chapter 8, Ecology North Kesteven 8 August 2022 Section 8.3 (Study Area) does not currently define the The Applicant notes
and ornithology District Council study area or the potential zone of influence. In this comment.
(AECOM) clarifying this later, a distinction can be made between
what is appropriate and precautionary for data
gathering to define the baseline, and what is relevant
to the impact assessment. Clarification of the likely
worst case zone of influence (which is likely to be the
extent of worst case dispersion of emissions to air and
noise and visual disturbance during construction) will
support review and agreement of the subsequent
impact assessment.
Chapter 8, Ecology North Kesteven 8 August 2022 Paragraph 8.3.7 states that a Preliminary Ecological The Applicant notes
and ornithology District Council Appraisal (PEA) was completed. This has not been this comment. They
(AECOM) provided with the PEIR, but | think that it is needed to will provide this
provide clarity on the approach to survey and document with the
assessment (including the clarifications requested DCO (document
during previous phases of consultation). There is no reference 6.3.8.1).
one location at present where the field and desk study
data are considered together to transparently define
the ecological features relevant to the chapter. It may
be that Appendix 8.1 is intended to meet this purpose
and, if so, further comment is provided on this below.
Chapter 8, Ecology North Kesteven 8 August 2022 Paragraph 8.3.10 refers to the approach being The Applicant notes

and ornithology

District Council
(AECOM)

compliant with standard professional good practice.
However, the good practice considered is generally not
referenced within the reports (e.g. within the protected
species method statements in Appendix 8.1). Details
should be provided of the species and habitat specific
good practice followed, as well as consideration of the
over-arching requirements set out in the Chartered
Institute of Ecology and Environment Management

this comment. The ES
will reference the
good practice they
have complied with.
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Guidelines for PEA and the underpinning British
Standard BS42020 Biodiversity — A code of practice for
planning and development.
Chapter 8, Ecology North Kesteven 8 August 2022 While reference has been made to standard guidance The Applicant notes

and ornithology

District Council
(AECOM)

for Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA) the approach
set out in the method statement has not been fully
applied later in the chapter. The ecological features
identified in the baseline have not obviously been
assigned a geographic value, and the standard
terminology for impacts and effects has generally not
been utilised. In many cases, the nature of the potential
impacts, and their extent, magnitude, duration and
reversibility (permanence) of these impacts is not
sufficiently described or quantified.

The assessment is intended to be of the development
as designed, so reasonably ‘mitigation by design’ is part
of the scheme. For example, there is no pathway for
impact on the South Forty Foot Drain as the
construction approach involves directional drilling to
avoid this site. Clarity would be assisted by taking
account of such committed measures sooner.

A future baseline section has not been provided
(although this may be the intention of the section
impact, referring to climate change). The future
baseline is the baseline conditions likely to be present
at the time of construction and operation, so this
section should clarify how the current baseline
conditions may have changed by that time.

this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
construction works
necessary for cabling
installation will
involve directional
drilling.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will provide a
baseline.
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A clear assessment is not currently provided of the
potential impacts and effects of the qualifying interest
features of the SPA. This is because of both the layout
of the designations section, and the splitting of the
relevant issues between this section and the bird
section. The assessment is also not clear if there is a
meaningful impact on the relevant qualifying feature
(pink footed goose) that needs mitigation. If mitigation
is needed, then this should be relevant to the source of
impact e.g. sensitive timing to prevent disturbance
leading to displacement of geese from foraging habitat.
| do not think that denying geese access to foraging
habitat so that they forage beyond the zone of
influence is appropriate or proportionate mitigation for
a disturbance impact that has the same effect.
Provision of alternate foraging areas would be more
appropriate if this is necessary and securable.

Relating to the above point but of wider relevance, the
impact assessment sections on designations and birds
needs to be split out so that specific impacts on specific
features (individual sites and species) are transparently
assessed. The breeding bird sections in particular are
hard to follow. Relevant impacts need to be more
clearly identified, quantified and assessed. Clarity is
also needed on whether mitigation is needed and if it is
feasible/securable. The bird assessment could group
the bird species based on their relative
sensitivities/habitat affinities. Not all of the bird species
are of comparable nature conservation importance,
and they will vary in their sensitivity to the proposed

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will clarify the impact
on pink footed geese
and the Applicant’s
intentions regarding
mitigation.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will split out these
sections and provide
clarity regarding
mitigation.
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large scale shift from arable farmland to grassland that
will arise from this development. For some species the
impact may be neutral or beneficial (dependent on
grassland management regimes) while other species
may be lost from the site.

The chapter does not include a precautionary
assessment of great crested newt. This is not of specific
concern given that the application will confirm the
presence/absence of this species later.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

North Kesteven
District Council
(AECOM)

8 August 2022

Appendix 8.1 Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey Report
This report does not meet minimum requirements for a
habitat survey report and is not adequate as an
evidence base to support the Biodiversity Net Gain
(BNG) assessment. Currently, the level of information
provided does not afford transparency in what was
done and found, and the evidence presented is not
sufficient to permit third party verification of the
conclusions presented.

Much of the report focusses on screening the potential
for protected species to occur, rather than meeting the
core purpose of a phase 1 habitat survey which is to
characterise the baseline habitat conditions and the
intrinsic biodiversity value of these habitats (on their
own merits rather than as vessels for protected animal
species). Insufficient description and botanical
information is provided for most habitats, including the
grasslands.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will provide
additional
information around
what was done and
found, as well as
extra evidence.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will provide
additional description
and botanical
information
(document reference
6.3.8.6).
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The phase 1 habitat map and descriptions do not
appear to address all habitats present. For, example the
screen shot below (Plate 1) shows a corridor of
grassland and field boundaries with features
resembling hedgerows. These are not described in the
report (e.g. through provision of target notes and
photographs), and the latter have been mapped as
scattered scrub. It might be that these features are
retained but, as they are within the red line, they have
a potential bearing on the BNG assessment as well as
the understanding of the impact on site suitability for
protected species.

The level of detail on the site suitability for protected
species indicates that this report may also be covering
the remit of a PEA. However, this is not stated
definitely. If so, the report does not currently meet all
requirements for a PEA, or the underpinning
requirements set out in BS 42020.

The method statements provided for the protected
species surveys do not state what good practice
methods were followed or explain the divergences
from these (e.g. current good practice for water vole
survey requires an early and a late season survey). No
method statement is provided for the bat roost
suitability assessment. Further, there are no
statements on any limitations encountered.

The extent of the otter and water vole survey is not
clear, especially as the two watercourse types are not

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will address all
habitats present.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
provides a copy of the
PEA (document
reference 6.3.8.1).

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will state what good
practice methods
were followed and
explain divergences.
It will also state
limitations
encountered.
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readily apparent from the Phase 1 habitat map. A figure | The Applicant notes
should be provided to show the locations of the this comment. The ES
watercourses surveyed. will provide this
figure (document

| am not satisfied with the rationale for scoping out reference 6.3.8.9).
water vole surveys on many of the ditches, which relies
on water levels at the time of survey (August). The The Applicant notes
vegetation descriptions otherwise suggest the presence | this comment. The
of suitable habitat, and this species can occupy minor relevant ditch will be
drains (albeit often at much lower density). However, surveyed before
as the chapter clarifies that only one drain needs to be | construction.
crossed and that suitable stand-offs will otherwise be
applied | do not think this needs further
discussion/action. The relevant ditch should be
surveyed before construction to confirm the status of
water vole and the need for mitigation, and a
commitment should be provided in the DCO application
to this effect.

Chapter 8, Ecology North Kesteven 8 August 2022 Appendix 8.2 Ornithological Survey Methods and

and ornithology

District Council
(AECOM)

Results

A little more clarity/explanation is needed on the
survey methods and timings adopted, particularly in
relation to Schedule 1 bird species. Specifically, | am
not clear if:

* hobby has been sufficiently considered. This species
was recorded but not considered to breed in the area.
However, | understand this species to be relatively late
breeding. Could breeding activity have been missed
given the surveys concluded in early June?

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Specific consideration
of Schedule 1 species
including hobby has
been included in the
breeding and
wintering bird
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e it is reasonable to scope quail out given that the BTO
indicates that peak calling by males of this secretive
species is early July i.e. a month later than the last
survey visit.

surveys and potential
effects assessed.

Quail are a highly
irruptive summer
visitor, with numbers
arriving into Britain
each summer highly
variable. Affected by
complex rotational
cropping regimes,
precise future
breeding locations on
agricultural land are
also impossible to
predict. Quail is
therefore always a
problem species for
bird survey, locations
/ numbers found
breeding in one year
usually having little
relevance to future
years. Despite
intensive searching
specifically for quail
during both the 2021
and 2022 breeding
bird surveys, none
was recorded.
Nevertheless, birds
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e the appraisal of the local breeding status of barn owl
considered all of the features identified in Appendix
8.1. Appendix 8.2 indicates buildings were approached
and examined, but it does not state that an internal
inspection was made for barn owl.

The viewsheds for each of the identified vantage points
should be shown on the plan provided with the report
to provide clarity on the land visible from each location.
In addition, it should be clarified that both surveyors
were present at VP1, as it would not have been
possible for a single surveyor to maintain constant
observation at this location (given the need to look
both north and south at the same time).

could be present in
future years. Because
of the limited value of
the results of current
surveys, pragmatic
mitigation is
therefore outlined in
Chapter 8 of the ES
(document reference
6.1.8)

The Applicant notes
this comment.
Information on barn
owl is contained in
Chapter 8 (document
reference 6.1.8)

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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The results obtained for each VP, along with plans to
illustrate the distribution of the bird survey results,
should be provided with the final DCO application.
Chapter 8, Ecology North Kesteven 8 August 2022 Appendix 8.4 Preliminary Biodiversity Net Gain

and ornithology

District Council
(AECOM)

Calculation- Headline Results

At present, | am not in a position to comment on, or
provide agreement with the statement on, the level of
BNG that can be delivered. No evidence has been
provided to permit verification of the very high (>200%)
BNG predicted. The site condition assessment data and
the metric workbook (macro enabled version) should
be provided to the Council to support verification of the
calculations. The outline LEMP is also needed to allow
verification that the proposals are realistic and
securable.

This is not to suggest that the indicated BNG is not
feasible on this large site, only that more information
needs to be provided in accordance with the relevant
good practice guidance. This includes a need to meet
good practice data requirements to evidence the
baseline habitat conditions entered into the metric (see
comment on this under Appendix 8.1). The guidance
accompanying the metric should be referred to when
compiling the evidence for the baseline site condition
assessment, and when evaluating the post-
development habitat conditions.

In addition, Natural England advises that “the metric is
not a total solution to biodiversity decisions”. While the
metric will record a large gain from conversion of

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will provide
additional evidence
regarding BNG. This is
within Appendix 8.12
(document reference
6.3.8.12)

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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arable farmland to another habitat type, it otherwise
needs to be demonstrated that this habitat change is
the wider best interests of biodiversity at this location.
This needs to be considered in relation to the species
dependent on the arable fields to be affected, including
birds and scarce arable flora. The output from the
metric does not change existing levels of species
protection and it does not replace regulatory processes
for species protection.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

North Kesteven
District Council
(AECOM)

8 August 2022

Appendix 8.5 Badger Survey Report

The report should be updated to support review and
understanding by third parties. Specifically:

e Clear summary information should be provided for
each of the setts present, including provision of a
description of each sett, and categorisation of the type
of sett (i.e. outlier/subsidiary/main).

e A plan should be provided showing the distribution of
setts (with the sett number) and other field signs. The
current plan is not easy to review given it requires cross
referencing back to target notes in the main sett.

There is no need to refer back to historic survey
information e.g. prior sett numbers. This data is too old
to be relied on and it is confusing to have two different
sett numbering systems referred to.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
have since updated
the report.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will include such a
plan. Thisis a
confidential
document but as
been submitted as
part of the
application.

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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Chapter 8, Ecology Environment 16 August 2022 In section 8.59 we are pleased to see recognition for The Applicant notes
and ornithology Agency NSIPs to deliver Biodiverstiy [sic] Net Gain (BNG) this comment.
through the passing of the Environment Act and that a
significant amount of biodiversity enhancements are
part of the design which is predicted to amount to over
200% net gain on the existing site.
Chapter 8, Ecology Environment 16 August 2022 Our focus is the water related environmental The Applicant notes

and ornithology

Agency

enhancements linked to the Water Framework
Directive so we are particularly interested in
opportunities around the main river the Head Dike. We
recognise the challenge here is that the bigger
watercourses are high level carriers so significant
habitat improvement on these would most likely need
to consider the more complex setting back of
embankments to create habitat. This may or may not
be feasible within the scheme and if this is an option
that can be considered being considered a range of
permissions would be required for this including our
own flood environmental permit. Our Partnership and
Strategic Overview team would be happy to engage in
conversations to find a way forward on any flood risk
implications.

On a smaller scale and for general habitat within the
smaller drainage network there are potential ways of
improving habitat to be considered, for example to
increase the wet marginal areas on the existing drains.
This would require consultation with Black Sluice IDB as
well as the usual checks and permissions including
ecological, water voles especially. There are also some
further guides out there for artificial drainage networks

this comment and
consideration was
given, however as
noted by the EA,
management of the
Head Dike as a main
river precludes
significant habitat
improvements.
Biodiversity net gain
of the site is
considered further in
Appendix 8.12
(document reference
6.3.8.12)

The Applicant notes
this comment. A
setback of 8m has
been included should
water vole recolonise
the drainage ditches
on site.
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that have ideas at varying levels of ambition for
example
https://www.ada.org.uk/knowledge/environment/

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Lincolnshire Wildlife
Trust

16 August 2022

The following comments should be taken in
conjunction with previous LWT comments for this
proposal sent on 15th Feb 2022 and are informed by
BRE (2014) Biodiversity Guidance for Solar
Developments. Eds G E Parker and L Green and Natural
England Technical Information Note TIN101 © Natural
England 2011 First edition 9th September 2011 - Solar
parks: maximising environmental benefits. We would
also refer readers of these comments to National Policy
Statements EN-1, EN-3 and EN-5, NPPF (2021)
paragraphs 8c, 174, 180, 182, the Central Lincolnshire
Local Plan Policy LP21 Biodiversity and Geodiversity and
South East Lincolnshire Local Plan 2011-2036 Policy 28 -
The Natural Environment.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Lincolnshire Wildlife
Trust

16 August 2022

We are encouraged to read that “No areas of the
Development are proposed to be continuously lit
during the operational phase of this development” in
Paragraph 4.5.33 as well as Paragraph 6.3.25 which
states that “There is no permanent lighting proposed as
part of the Proposed Development except for localised
emergency security lighting in proximity to the
substations and control buildings”. LWT take the
position detailed in Draft EN-3 which states “Projects
should minimise the use of security lighting. Any
lighting should utilise a passive infrared (PIR)
technology and should be designed and installed in a
manner which minimises impact” which is of particular
importance considering the effect continuous lighting

The Applicant notes
this comment.

73



Issue Topic Consultee Date Stakeholder Comment Regard had by the
Applicant
would have on nocturnal species, especially bats,
within and around the Energy Park throughout its
operational phase.
Chapter 8, Ecology Lincolnshire Wildlife | 16 August 2022 LWT would refer to the rates of national habitat loss The Applicant notes

and ornithology

Trust

and species decline listed in the State of Nature Reports
2019. It has been estimated that between 1930 and
1983, 97% of wildflower-rich grasslands were lost in
England and Wales (Fuller RM (1987). The conservation
of existing and creation of new wildflower meadows is
considered to be of national importance (Natural
England). Furthermore, Lincolnshire Environmental
Records Centre (2018) has recorded that over 900
species of wildlife have not been re-found within the
county since 1960 and Lincolnshire as a whole has been
losing approximately 1 species of wildflower every 2
years since 1950 (‘Our Vanishing Flora’ - Plantlife 2012).

We agree with the statement in Paragraph 8.1.1 stating
“The creation of large areas of renewable energy
generation and large area of species rich grassland is
likely to lead to a net biodiversity gain...” and
acknowledge the inclusion of the headline results of
the BNG calculations in Appendix 8.4. While the
percentage gain in area habitats is notably high
(205.83%) we would expect to see additional net gains
in hedgerow units for the ‘on-site post intervention’
section as a result of the 10.19km of new and 1.98km
of enhanced hedgerows as shown in Figure 1.4e. LWT
recognise the Applicant is setting a leading example in
the sector by demonstrating the possibility for
extraordinary high percentage gains on site and we

this comment. They
have set aside some
of the site to allow

wildflowers to thrive.

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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look forward to seeing the full BNG report within the ES
chapter.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Lincolnshire Wildlife
Trust

16 August 2022

We acknowledge that Table 8.6 states there are “no
conflicts in relation to any defined ‘Biodiversity
Opportunity Areas’. This is consistent with the most
recent Biodiversity Opportunity Mapping conducted by
the Greater Lincolnshire Nature Partnership (GLNP) on
behalf of the Local Planning Authority. We appreciate
that the applicant has used the Lincolnshire
Environmental Records Centre (LERC) and the National
Biodiversity Network (NBN) to inform the PEIR, as
stated in Paragraphs 8.3.5 and 8.3.6, in accordance
with draft EN-3 section 2.50 as well as the comments
provided by LWT during the non-statutory consultation
phase of the proposal.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Lincolnshire Wildlife
Trust

16 August 2022

We note that in Paragraph 8.1.1 you state that “There
are no designated sites of international, national or
local importance within or adjacent to the Energy Park
Site.” In Paragraph 8.4.5 it is stated that “The route for
the proposed off-site Grid Connection has not been
finalised.” and that “Both cross the A17, the South
Forty Foot Drain and the railway”. We are encouraged
to read that “Direct drilling under the South Forty Foot
Drain will ensure no negative effects on the Local
Wildlife Site” as stated in Paragraph 8.1.1.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Lincolnshire Wildlife
Trust

16 August 2022

We acknowledge the description of ecological
enhancements intended for the site regarding the
“drought resistant species rich seed mix suitable for
low density sheep grazing with no additional fertiliser”
in Paragraph 8.5.4 and that a “nature conversation
species rich seed mix will be used in the areas between

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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the fenced Energy Park and the drainage ditches”. This
demonstrates where the most practicable gains in
biodiversity can be found on solar farms and is
consistent with the advice and recommendations given
in BRE (2014) Biodiversity Guidance for Solar
Developments. Eds G E Parker and L Greene and
Natural England Technical Information Note TIN101 ©
Natural England 2011 First edition 9th September 2011
- Solar parks: maximising environmental benefits.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Lincolnshire Wildlife
Trust

16 August 2022

Paragraph 8.5.105 states that both the 96ha of BNG
land and 46ha of land between the fenced area and
drainage ditches “will be sown nature conservation
seed mix to provide nesting habitat for farmland birds
and habitat for insects and pollinators.” Given the stark
decline in farmland birds since the 1970s LWT reiterate
the point made during the previous comments for
optimal ground-nesting habitat of sufficient size for
breeding birds particularly those that require large
expanses around them, such as lapwing and skylark.
We would also support ‘skylark plots’ to be
incorporated into the LEMP as mitigation in the form of
species-rich grassland managed in close proximity to
more species rich grassland among arrays which would
provide additional, higher quality foraging habitat.
These two habitat requirements are essential, not one
or the other. We want the solar industry to work
together within Greater Lincolnshire to collectively
address the need for creating habitat for the ground
nesting birds that require large vistas to address
cumulative impacts the industry may have on those
species.

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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Chapter 8, Ecology Lincolnshire Wildlife | 16 August 2022 In Paragraph 8.5.106 we learn that “shade tolerant The Applicant notes

and ornithology Trust species, including agricultural weed species such as this comment. They
dock and thistle, [may start becoming] established will continue working
beneath the array strings and outcompeting other with a team of
species”. Where ‘shade-cuts’ might be required for environmental
panel arrays, we would highlight this as opportunity to | specialists on this
maintain ‘flowering lawns’ which would incorporate issue. The outline
only native species including butterfly foodplants such Landscape Strategy
as Common Sorrel and Common Bird’s-foot Trefoil can be seen in the
together with other mowing/grazing resistant species OLEMP (document
such as Red Clover, Selfheal, Lady’s Bedstraw, Black reference 7.8)
Medick and Yarrow while avoiding Perennial Rye-grass
and White Clover due to their tendency to be invasive.
This would result in extending the flowering season of
these strips and maximizing native species-rich
grassland area.

Chapter 8, Ecology Lincolnshire Wildlife | 16 August 2022 LWT are encouraged to learn in Paragraph 8.5.109 we The Applicant notes

and ornithology

Trust

that “The new hedgerow will include a wide range of
species...” and that “once established will be managed
on a suitable rotation of cutting and managed to keep a
low and tight structure to provide nesting habitat for
farmland bird species”. Boundaries should ideally
feature occasional standard trees and more trees on
northern boundaries where appropriate. Trees should
be allowed to mature and senesce as safety permits.
We would recommend that where possible, standing
dead wood should be retained, even as monoliths. If
felling must be undertaken for safety, this should be
minimised and we would call for dead wood to be
retained in boundaries as habitat.

this comment. They
will continue working
with a team of
environmental
specialists on this
issue. The detail of
the Landscape
Strategy can be seen
in the OLEMP
(document reference
7.8)
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Chapter 8, Ecology Lincolnshire Wildlife | 16 August 2022 In Paragraph 8.5.3. we learn that there will be “a The Applicant notes
and ornithology Trust minimum standoff from all Black Sluice IDB maintained | this comment. They
drainage ditches of 9m and all other ditches of 8m, will continue
which in total will amount to approximately 46ha”. This | engaging with
is encouraging as it is above the minimum standard Lincolnshire Wildlife
called for by the LWT although in Paragraph 8.5.111 we | Trust on invasive
learn that “There will be no change in the management | species control.
of Non IDB internal drainage ditches.” LWT would
prefer to see opportunities taken to enhance wet
boundaries with native herbaceous vegetation and to
maintain high light levels to enhance riparian and
aquatic habitat. The presence of mink is noted and
presents the opportunity for further enhancement of
riparian habitat through invasive species control and
should be strongly considered by the Applicant. We
would be happy to offer guidance on invasive species
control based on providers we have worked with
successfully in the past.
Chapter 8, Ecology Lincolnshire Wildlife | 16 August 2022 We are encouraged to read in Paragraph 8.5.41 that The Applicant notes

and ornithology

Trust

“Prior to each stage of construction, a badger survey
will be conducted in sufficient time for appropriate
mitigation measure to be in place” and “The creation of
construction exclusion zones delineated by Heras
fencing where appropriate to control direct impacts to
setts”. Following our previous comments, we would
insist that any fencing would not extend below the
ground surface where this would conflict with Badger
activity and that ‘Badger gates’ would be considered for
ensuring site boundary permeability for this species. To
further this point LWT also insist a 30m buffer
established from setts through panel layout design as is

this comment. They
will continue working
with a team of
environmental
specialists to ensure
the development is
sensitive to badger
activity, including the
provision of badger
gates in fencing.
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stated in the scoping report Paragraph 8.49. We also
note that Paragraph 8.5.2 states “the fence design will
include gaps to allow mammals to pass underneath at
strategic locations”, this is of particular importance
when considering the lifespan of the project and the
species recorded during site surveys described in
Paragraphs 8.4.24 to 8.4.35. We agree with the
mitigation described for badgers in Paragraph 8.5.41
and would stress the importance of consulting with
Natural England for mitigation in the LEMP and CEMP.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Lincolnshire Wildlife
Trust

16 August 2022

We acknowledge the GCN eDNA survey, carried out in
April 2022, returned no conclusive results pertaining to
the presence of GCN within the site boundary. LWT also
acknowledge that a District Licence scheme for GCN
mitigation may apply to Lincolnshire during the
application process and would stress that best practice
is adhered to at all times and we will look to consult
where appropriate if matters progress under mitigation
licence or under a District Licence Scheme where
applicable.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Lincolnshire Wildlife
Trust

16 August 2022

The Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust hopes these comments
are helpful at this stage and welcomes further
discussion relating to the points covered.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Boston Borough
Council

25 August 2022

The proposed route of the cable would cross or be
within proximity to South Forty Foot Drain Local
Wildlife Site, listed buildings and Conservation Area
within Bicker, along with a number of undesignated
watercourses, drains and verges.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Boston Borough
Council

25 August 2022

In addition, cumulative effects of the cabling works of
several other local schemes proposed at Temple Oaks,
Folkingham and Bicker Solar Farm should be taken into

The Applicant notes
this comment.
Cumulative effects
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account as these schemes also propose cabling works
to connect to National Grid at Bicker. The potential for
cumulative impacts on residential amenity, the
environment and heritage assets should be taken into
account, along with any proposed mitigation in relation
to traffic movements, dust and noise impacts,
especially during construction phases.

are considered within
the individual ES
chapters where
relevant.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Please refer to the detailed comments provided by
AECOM at Appendix 1. In summary, AECOM note that
at present the information in the PEIR does not meet
minimum requirements for a habitat survey report and
is not adequate as an evidence base to support the
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) assessment. In places there
is insufficient description and botanical information
provided for some habitats, including the grasslands
and the phase 1 habitat map and descriptions do not
appear to address all habitats present.

The Applicant notes
this comment.
Further reports
supplement the ES
compared the PEIR,
they are appended to
Chapter 8 (6.3.8.1-
6.3.8.12).

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Table 8.5

The ES should also consider/refer to CLLP policy LP20
Green Infrastructure Network and the CL Biodiversity
Opportunity Mapping Study

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
considers this policy
and mapping study.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

Table 8.6

The discussion doesn’t directly address PINS comment
in the ES Scoping which relates to light/space/water
availability to underlying arable land/vegetation; rather
it is focussed on whether light is reflected onto the
panels

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

8.5.4
The focus of the BNG summary/proposals seems to be
on seeding the ground rather than planting of trees,

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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shrubs etc. A seed mix is proposed for both the 96ha
BNG habitat and the area underlying the panels on the
energy park site. There is reference to local sheep flock
low density grazing. Can ‘low density’ be defined and is
there any comparable agricultural ‘value’ assigned to
reverting from arable cropping to low grazed pasture
(see also below in relation to agricultural land impacts).
How will grazing be guaranteed/secured? The proposed
BNG area appears to have only seasonal grazing i.e.
lesser intensity than the energy park site (although
relative stocking densities/relative periods or % of time
that sheep will be grazed across the BNG area and
energy park site is not directly stated). The scope for
agricultural continuance on the BNG land therefore
seems (deliberately) more reduced than compared with
the main energy park site.

Proposed sheep
grazing densities are
discussed in the
OLEMP (document
ref 7.8) and Savills
Report (document
reference 6.3.16.1).
Sheep grazing,
coupled with energy
production exceeds
the current
agricultural value.
Grazing is further
outlined in the
OLEMP (document
reference 7.8) - to be
secured via the DCO.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

8.5.19

The ES should identify where the 500m section subject
to potential root compaction or disturbance is by
reference to a full BS:5837 Tree Survey and constraints
plan which should accompany the DCO application.
Given the modest areas of woodland cover as a
proportion of the overall 586ha site area NKDC would
expect that there is no incursion into any RPAs given
the ability for localised re-routing/re-siting of tracks
and infrastructure.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

8.5.43

Presumably the 8m/9m buffer around edge of retained
hedgerows and ditches is sufficient to enable continued
bat foraging?

The buffer is
sufficient for bat
foraging.
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Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

8.5.102 and 8.5.104

As referred to above and in relation to ‘alternatives’ the
ES should describe and detail the degree/intensity of
grazing and subsequent management of the BNG land.
Whilst in isolation the BNG % which is deemed
deliverable is potentially significant, this might be
tempered by the loss of continuance of agricultural
activity on the BNG land which is assessed as largely
ALC 1 and 2 categories (Fig. 16.1).

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
OLEMP will detail the
intensity of grazing in
the Energy Park site

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

8.5.110

See above with reference to paragraph 8.5.19. Some
inconsistency in terms of whether woodland will be
impacted or not?

The Applicant notes
this comment. There
will be no loss of
woodland from this
proposed
development.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

8.5.119

The ES should correlate areas of proposed
retained/reinforced and new hedgerow planting with
the location of infrastructure that needs to have
external lighting for operational purposes and then
propose details of the type of lighting, lux levels,
cowling, the means of operation (e.g. PIR etc).

Finally — please see the attached appendix document
from AECOM. Whilst AECOM do not consider that there
are any significant omissions they raise a number of
general points where further clarification is required,
notably:

e Section 8.3 — need to define study area/zone of
influence

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment. They
have had regard to
the full response
provided by AECOM
(within this
appendix).
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¢ 8.3.7 — need to provide the PEA in support of the ES;
PEA not provided at this stage

¢ 8.3.10 — need to reference good practice
measures/guidance

e Need to provide an assessment of future baseline
condition

e Relevant impacts need to be more clearly identified,
quantified and assessed in relation to breeding birds

e At present the information in the PEIR does not meet
minimum requirements for a habitat survey report and
is not adequate as an evidence base to support the
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) assessment. In places there
is insufficient description and botanical information
provided for some habitats, including the grasslands.
The phase 1 habitat map and descriptions do not
appear to address all habitats present

e The method statements provided for the protected
species surveys do not state what good practice
methods were followed or explain the divergences
from these (e.g. current good practice for water vole
survey requires an early and a late season survey). No
method statement is provided for the bat roost
suitability assessment.

e AECOM are not satisfied with the rationale for
scoping out water vole surveys on many of the ditches,
which relies on water levels at the time of survey
(August). The vegetation descriptions otherwise
suggest the presence of suitable habitat, and this
species can occupy minor drains (albeit often at much
lower density). However, as the chapter clarifies that
only one drain needs to be crossed and that suitable
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stand-offs will otherwise be applied this does not
necessarily need further discussion/action.

e Appendix 8.2 — some further clarity/explanation is
needed on the survey methods and timings adopted;
including further details in relation to hobby and barn
owl

¢ Appendix 8.4 (preliminary BNG) —a 200% BNG is
noted. The site condition assessment data and the
metric workbook (macro enabled version) should be
provided to the Council to support verification of the
calculations. The outline LEMP is also needed to allow
verification that the proposals are realistic and
securable.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Natural England

1 September 2022

The PEIR has assessed the potential impacts on
designated sites. At the time of writing survey work is
still ongoing however Natural England agree that given
the extensive foraging areas used by the Wash pink-
footed Goose population that it is unlikely that there
would be any effect on the conservation status of the
SPA.

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Natural England

1 September 2022

Protected Species

Natural England has produced standing advicel to help
planning authorities understand the impact of
particular developments on protected species. We
advise you to refer to this advice. Natural England will
only provide bespoke advice on protected species
where they form part of a Site of Special Scientific
Interest or in exceptional circumstances.

Natural England welcome the commitment to submit a
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) calculation using

The Applicant notes
this comment.
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Biodiversity Metric 3.0 as part of the draft Landscape
and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP)

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Natural England

1 September 2022

Mitigation and Enhancement

Natural England welcome the measures outlined in
paragraphs 8.6.1 to 8.6.15

The Applicant notes
this comment.

Chapter 8, Ecology
and ornithology

Lincolnshire County
Council

6 September 2022

LCC does not have an in-house ecologist however
having reviewed the information contained within the
PEIR, the approach taken thus far appears reasonable
and we have no specific comments to offer at this stage
other than the following:

¢ Paragraph 8.5.3 onwards - the area of land for the
Energy Park is 586.85ha which includes the biodiversity
net gain area (96ha) and a Community Orchard (1.8ha).
The area where the solar panels and associated
equipment will be located covers an area extending to
around 440ha. Paragraph 8.5.102 confirms that the
Energy Park will be built entirely within the current
arable fields and that these will be seeded to create
grass pasture to be grazed by local sheep flocks at low
density. Whilst the change from intensive arable
agriculture to grassland habitat may offer benefits in
terms of biodiversity those benefits must be balanced
against the impact/loss of this land from productive
use. Low density sheep grazing of the same area is not
a like for like replacement in terms of value and more
information is therefore required on what low density
grazing means in order that a comparison of
agricultural ‘value’ between the current arable use and
proposed pasture use is understood — see later
comment under Land Use and Agriculture

The Applicant notes
this comment.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
detail of the current
farming on the site is
discussed in Appendix
16.1 (document
reference 6.3.16.1)
and proposed sheep
grazing is within the
OLEMP (document
reference 7.8).
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Chapter 9, Hydrology, | South Kesteven 12 July 2022 We defer to Lincolnshire County Council (as local The Applicant notes
hydrogeology, flood District Council highway authority and lead local flood authority) in this comment.
risk and drainage respect of any comments in relation to highways and
flood risk impacts.
Chapter 9, Hydrology, | Environment 16 August 2022 We are in discussions with the developer and The Applicant notes
hydrogeology, flood Agency consultants regarding this development and so are well | this comment.
risk and drainage aware of the detail.
The submission has included some detail regards the The Applicant notes
flood risk in Chapter 9 of the PEIR but not in the form of | this comment. They
a flood risk assessment (FRA). Our discussion with the have carried out a
consultants regarding Breach Analysis will inform the Flood Risk
submission of a FRA. We will likely have more Assessment
comments to make once this has been agreed. (document reference
6.3.9.1).
A specialist hydraulic
modelling assessment
has also been
completed and is
discussed further in
Chapter 9 of the ES
(document reference
6.1.9).
Chapter 9, Hydrology, | Environment 16 August 2022 Accordingly, we have no comments to make on the The Applicant notes
hydrogeology, flood Agency PEIR and will continue to discuss flood risk with the this comment.
risk and drainage consultants other than to repeat our previous advice to
the applicant is aware of the flood risk permitting
requirements.
Chapter 9, Hydrology, | Environment 16 August 2022 We request early engagement with ourselves should The Applicant notes

hydrogeology, flood
risk and drainage

Agency

the underground cable to Bicker Fen Sub Station go
under the South Forty Foot Drain. We do have certain

this comment. The
cable will need to go
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exemptions where service crossings are completed by underneath the South
means of horizontal directional drilling not using an Forty Foot Drain.
open cut technique — known as Exemption FRA 3. Accordingly, the
Details of Exemption FRA 3 can be found here: Exempt | Applicant will
flood risk activities: environmental permits - GOV.UK continue engaging
(www.gov.uk) with this consultee
regarding this issue.
Chapter 9, Hydrology, | Boston Borough 25 August 2022 The proposed route of the cable would cross or be The Applicant notes
hydrogeology, flood Council within proximity to South Forty Foot Drain Local this comment.
risk and drainage Wildlife Site, listed buildings and Conservation Area
within Bicker, along with a number of undesignated
watercourses, drains and verges. Works to
watercourses may require the consent of the Internal
Drainage Boards.
Chapter 9, Hydrology, | Network Rail 30 August 2022 Key concerns will be how the scheme impacts on the The Applicant notes

hydrogeology, flood
risk and drainage

railway operations in terms of glint and glare issues
causing distraction for train drivers approaching and
passing the site, how any issues of this nature that may
arise are to be mitigated, the management of
construction works around the operational railway and
details such as boundary treatments, any lighting and
drainage schemes that may impact on the operational
railway.

this comment. They
will continue
engaging with
Network Rail on these
issues.

Chapter 9, Hydrology,
hydrogeology, flood
risk and drainage

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

The PEIR has identified the inconsistency in relation to
the sequential test and flood risk vulnerability
classification and whether Solar Farms are specifically
identified as Essential Infrastructure (El) including in the
EN-1 draft. The NPPG does not specifically refer to solar
farms as El in the paragraph 066 Reference ID: 7-066-
20140306 whereas the NPPF does in Annex 3. The ES
should identify this discrepancy and the Planning

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
will address this
issue.
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Inspectorate should consider the land use planning
implications of this inconsistency in reference.

Depending on the case presented to (and subsequently
adopted by) PINS through submission of the DCO
application, nevertheless it is our understanding that
the flood risk sequential test will still be applicable in
our interpretation of 'Table 2: Flood risk vulnerability
and flood zone 'incompatibility'. The first bullet point in
the 'notes to table 2' states that 'this table does not
show the application of the Sequential Test which
should be applied first to guide development to the
lowest flood risk areas; nor does it reflect the need to
avoid flood risk from sources other than rivers and the

sea.

The Council notes though that the maximum area
across which the FRST will be applied is the 9km search
area variously referred to in the 'alternatives; sections
of the PEIR. There is no information in the PEIR
regarding potential slab levels for substations, the BESS
or other elements of critical infrastructure that need to
be elevated above flood levels nor in relation to the
flood- defence bund referred to.

The Applicant notes
this comment. The
flood risk sequential
test will still be
applicable and is
within the Appendix
9.1 FRA (document
reference 6.3.9.1).

The Applicant notes
this comment. The ES
provides information
on elevation of flood
sensitive
infrastructure.

Chapter 9, Hydrology,
hydrogeology, flood
risk and drainage

North Kesteven
District Council

1 September 2022

9.3.3

We note that paragraph 9.3.3 references po